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The County Council is committed to open government and members of the public 
are welcome to attend Committee meetings. Public speaking related to the items 
listed on this agenda is also welcomed and encouraged. Requests to speak need to 
be submitted by 12.00 noon three working days before the meeting, with information 
on how to do this on the ‘Getting Involved in Meetings’ section of the Council’s 
website. Full details of arrangements for public participation are set out in Chapter 
B1 (Participation in Meetings) of the Council’s constitution. 

The Council supports the principle of transparency and encourages filming, 
recording and taking photographs at meetings that are open to the public. It also 
welcomes the use of social networking to communicate with people about what is 
happening, as it happens. These arrangements operate in accordance with a 
protocol agreed by the Chair of the Council and political Group Leaders, which can 
be accessed on the ‘What Happens at Meetings’ section of the Council’s website.
The Council does not guarantee the provision of car parking on the New Shire Hall 
site. Information on travel options is available on the Council’s website.

Livestreams and recordings of previous meetings can be found on the ‘Live Web 
Stream’ of the Council’s website. 
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The Planning Committee comprises the following members:

Councillor Henry Batchelor  (Chair)   Councillor Chris  Poulton  (Vice-Chair)  Councillor 
Laurence  Damary-Homan  Councillor Ian Gardener  Councillor Bryony Goodliffe  Councillor 
Samantha  Hoy  Councillor David Levien  Councillor Des  Watt  and Councillor Christine  
Whelan    

Clerk Name: Jenna Harron
Clerk Telephone: 01945482685
Clerk Email: jenna.harron@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
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Planning Committee Minutes 
 
Date: 5 March 2025 
 
Time: 10:00 am – 11:48 am 
 
Venue: New Shire Hall, Alconbury Weald 
 
Present: Councillors Henry Batchelor (Chair), Catherine Rae (Vice Chair), Ian 

Gardener, John Gowing, Sebastian Kindersley, and Andrew Wood 
 
 

100. Apologies for Absence  
 

Apologies were received from Councillors David Connor (substituted by Councillor John 
Gowing), Steve Corney and Neil Gough. 

 

101. Declarations of Interest 
 

None. 
 

102. Minutes – 12 February 2025 
 

It was resolved to approve the minutes of the meeting held on 12 February 2025 as a 
correct record. 

103. Full planning application for the importation of controlled inert construction 
and demolition wastes for the buttressing and stabilisation of the southern 
face of a former mineral excavation face with associated screening, 
stockpile and storage areas  

At: Saxon Works, Peterborough Road, Whittlesey, PE7 1PD  

Applicant: East Midlands Waste Management Ltd  

Application Number: CCC/24/078/FUL 

 
The officer presented the application for the site at the former quarry Saxon Works, also 
known as Saxon Pit. Other waste management operations already approved by the 
Council within the waste management area and controlled by permits from the 
Environment Agency (EA) included: 
 
- CCC/21/024/FUL (Johnsons Aggregates & Recycling Ltd - processing incinerator 

bottom ash (IBA) to create incinerator bottom ash aggregate (IBAA)) 
- CCC/22/092/VAR (EMWM - buttressing of the eastern pit face with imported waste) 
- CCC/24/048/FUL (EMWM - metal recycling facility not yet implemented) 
 
The officer also referred to the following applications for operations within Saxon Pit 
would be likely to come to Members in the future: 
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- CCC/24/091/VAR (to increase the throughput for the processing of IBA) 
- CCC/25/006/VAR (to extend the time allowed to complete the eastern buttressing) 
 
Members had been given a virtual site visit on 18 December 2024 and were shown 
maps of the site and surrounding area during Committee, providing context, 
background, and details of existing buildings on the site. The application before 
members proposed to import 216k cubic metres of inert construction and demolition 
waste, equating to 325k tons for the stabilisation of the pit face, needed for safety. This 
southern buttressing, referred to as Phase 2, would create a steep slope with a gradient 
of one vertical to three horizontal and would include a retaining gabion wall to the west 
at 5m high and 140m wide for a section. Over a third of the development area would 
comprise facilities shared with existing waste management operations, including 
highway access, internal haulage route, and existing infrastructure. 

 
Recommended conditions of the application included: 
 
- Temporary permission with a 7-year timescale for completion 
- Restricting the type, source and amount of waste - only inert construction and 

demolition waste (no IBA) as monitored by the EA 
- Temporary parking area to be retained and improvements to the access road to 

reduce dust in the area 
- Noise limits, as well as a noise and a dust management, monitoring, and mitigation 

plan (to include publication of monitoring results, how complaints would be dealt 
with, regular updates to the scheme, and securing ongoing mitigation due to 
changes in circumstances) 

- Site liaison group to include representatives from the regulators (Fenland District 
Council Environmental Health, Cambridgeshire County Council, EA) as well as 
district and county councillors, and representatives of the public 

- HCV routing agreement with no right turns out of the site 
- HCV limits: Phase 2 would commence once the importation of waste for the Eastern 

buttressing, Phase 1 would complete in July 2026, thereby requiring less waste, time 
and vehicle movement than Phase 1. The impact of vehicle movement was 
therefore considered with Phases 1 and 2 together, where Phase 1 proposed not to 
exceed 50 loads per day, and Phase 2 proposed an average of 45 loads per week. 
No objections were received from the Highways Authority. 

 
There was an indicative plan of the restoration and a draft condition required a more 
detailed plan which would link with the biodiversity gain plan required as part of the 
national mandatory requirement for biodiversity gain. 
 
Two neighbour representations were submitted in respect of this application, and three 
from the Saxongate residents’ group. Whittlesey Town Council (TC) initially made 
comments without objections but sent a second representation in February 2025 
objecting and requested conditions, some of which remained outstanding or 
could/would not be conditioned, such as offsite monitoring, restricting HGVs collecting 
locally, and pumping into Kings Dyke. 

 

The Chair invited Mr Stephen Rice, the Agent for the applicant to address the 
Committee. Mr Rice stated they consulted engineers who prepared a Geotech 
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assessment in accordance with reg 33 of The Quarries Regulations 1999, concluding 
that the failure of the southern face represented a significant hazard. The first 
buttressing scheme used more material than the current proposal and was redesigned 
with reduced volume. The new solution achieved the required stability with the right 
safety but with a steeper buttress and a gabion wall. Although it was more expensive to 
create stability of the buttress, it would allow completion of work in 7 years with a lower 
number of daily vehicle movements. This would be the final phase of restoration of the 
pit, working toward long term plans of a science park at an adjacent site. The impact on 
the residential community was well considered. The operator would work with the 
Council and EA to ensure operations would proceed in accordance with the planning 
permission and environmental permits. Dust and noise management plans had been 
drafted, and an air quality monitoring device as well as a weather station had been 
placed three years prior. A liaison group would be formed and would consult with metal 
recycling liaison group to ensure consistency across Saxon Pit. 
 
In response to member questions, the Agent: 
 
- Confirmed that the applicant would be happy to work with Network Rail in light of its 

statement necessitating structural and track monitoring contingent upon construction 
activities and clearances with the nearest infrastructure. However, the agent stated 
the work on the southern buttress would not impact on Network Rail other than to 
protect the line, as all work on stabilisation would be below the crest of the pit. 
 

- Welcomed a request for a sand martin wall within the gabion wall. The Agent noted 
the suggestion and stated the science park and wider restoration would be a beacon 
for biodiversity. 

 
The Chair noted comments received from the residents’ group and shared with 
Members in advance of meeting. 
 
Members expressed support of the application. It was proposed by Councillor Gardener 
and seconded by Councillor Kindersley to approve the conditions as set out in the 
proposal. 
 
It was resolved unanimously that permission be granted subject to the conditions set 
out in paragraph 12.1. 
 

104. Local Validation List 
 
The Local Validation List and guidance notes would identify the supporting information 
required with planning applications. These local notes would sit alongside national 
guidance and had been updated to reference changes in planning policies. A six-week 
consultation on the draft began on 27 January 2025 with planning agents, parish and 
town councils, and statutory and non-statutory consultees (including district and county 
councils). Review, update and publication of the list was required by June 2025, 
therefore delegated authority was sought to approve the draft as well as make any 
necessary changes needed over the coming two years as a result of legislation or policy 
changes. 
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In response to the report, Members: 
 
- Suggested that references to neighbourhood plans ought to be included. The officer 

stated that they had been considered and covered, however agreed to look into this 
further. 
 

- Stated that over the years on the Planning Committee, several applications had 
been received to extend timescales for multiple types of work, therefore asked 
whether timelines could be more realistically calculated. The officer stated that the 
Council could ask for more detail on calculations from operators and request 
phasing for more accurately calibrate timescales.  

 
It was proposed by Councillor Kindersley and seconded by Councillor Gardener. 
 
It was resolved unanimously to:  
 

a) Provide the Head of Planning with the delegated authority to make the necessary 
amendments to the Local Validation List and Guidance Notes, taking into 
account the consultation responses received. 
 

b) Provide the Head of Planning with the delegated authority to update links and 
references to documents within the LVL Guidance Notes (June 2025), which 
become outdated and/or are superseded during the period that the 2025 list is in 
use. 

 

105. Enforcement and Monitoring Update Report 
 
The Committee received the Enforcement and Monitoring Update Report on the formal 
enforcement action taken since the previous report presented in February 2025. Two 
planning contravention notices had been served; an importation, deposition, processing 
and exporting of construction and demolition waste material at Farcet Fen, as well as a 
breach of condition and lack of phased restoration management scheme from operators 
at Station Quarry, Steeple Morden. 

 
It was resolved to note the report. 

 

106. Summary of Decisions Taken Under Delegated Powers 
 

The Committee received a report that provided a summary of the decisions taken under 
delegated powers.   
 
A Member queried what would happen after a delegated decision of refusal to which the 
officer stated there was a right of appeal, and consideration of taking formal 
enforcement action would be reported to Committee should this option be taken. 
 
It was resolved to note the report. 

 
 

 
Chair 
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Agenda Item No: 5 

At: The Old Brickworks, Puddock Hill, Warboys, PE28 2TX    
 
Applicant: Mr Jonathan Field, Thermeco Energy Ltd 
 
Application Number: CCC/22/151/FUL 
 

For: Construction and operation of thermal treatment facility for the 
generation of electricity from non-hazardous, residual waste (post-
recycling); including associated plant and infrastructure, vehicular 
access, car parking and landscaping 
 
 
To:     Planning Committee  
 
Date:     8 October 2025  
 
From:  Head of Planning 
 
Electoral division(s):  Warboys & The Stukeleys 
 
 
Purpose:     To consider the above planning application. 
 
 
Recommendation:  That permission is refused for the reasons set out in paragraph 24.1 . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Officer contact: Helen Wass 
Post: Team Leader (Principal Planning Officer, Development Management) 
Email:  helen.wass@cambridgeshire.gov.uk  
Tel: 07771 972694  
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1. Introduction / background to the application  
 
1.1  This application is brought to the Planning Committee to determine because it raises 

complex policy and other issues, the County Councillor for Warboys and The Stukeleys 
has asked that it be decided by the Planning Committee and there is a significant level of 
public interest in the proposal.   

 
1.2 A waste recycling facility has been in operation within the waste management complex 

known as Warboys Landfill Site since 1996. Until 2014 this was within and adjacent to the 
former brickworks buildings which have since been demolished. Planning permission 
(reference H/05016/12/CW) was granted in April 2013 for the construction and operation 
of a permanent materials recycling facility (MRF) and a separate office building on the site 
of the old brickworks. Since 2014 the waste recycling operations have been conducted 
within and adjacent to the MRF building. The full planning history of the recycling area is 
set out in section 4.  

 
1.3  Planning permission (reference H/5002/18/CW) was granted on 15 July 2019 for: 
 
 “Construction of a heat and power plant comprising biomass energy from waste (fluidised 

bed combustion) facility and treatment of waste water by evaporation treatment plant and 
associated infrastructure comprising tank farm, combuster with 25 metre high chimney 
(stack), process building, store building, office building, walking floor canopy, car park, fuel 
storage bays, fire water tank, conveyor, pipe gantry, diesel tank, control room, auxiliary 
plant skid, high voltage transformers”  

 
1.4  The planning permission was subject to 7 pre-commencement conditions, only one of 

which was discharged by the applicant, Sycamore Planning Ltd. The application area was 
for the most part the same as the area for which planning permission is currently being 
sought by Thermeco Energy Ltd (Thermeco). Initially Thermeco suggested that their 
proposal could be carried out by varying the terms of planning permission H/5002/18/CW. 
They started to address the outstanding pre-commencement conditions but realised that 
they would be unable to do so before the permission expired on 15 July 2022. In any 
event, the development proposed by Thermeco differs significantly from that of the original 
scheme and cannot reasonably be considered as a variation of planning permission 
H/5002/18/CW.  

 
1.5 Thermeco did not seek formal pre-application advice from the Waste Planning Authority 

(WPA). In June 2021 the WPA agreed with Thermeco that a new planning application 
would be submitted and that it would be Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
development. EIA is a process used to assess the significant effects of a development 
proposal on the environment ensuring that they are properly understood before decisions 
are made. An applicant may agree with the planning authority the topics for inclusion in 
the EIA and the level of detail in which they should be covered in a process known as 
‘scoping’. Thermeco did not obtain a formal scoping opinion from the WPA but it was 
agreed informally that the Environmental Statement (ES) should cover the same topics as 
the ES that accompanied planning application H/5002/18/CW.  

 
1.6 The current planning application was submitted on 28 December 2022 but was invalid for 

a number of reasons including that the ES did not fully comply with the requirements of the 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. 
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Amended and additional information was submitted on 16 February 2023 which enabled 
the application to be validated. The ES covered landscape and visual impact, air quality, 
noise, odour, ecology and health impact.  

 
1.7 On 12 May 2023 and based on the responses from statutory and other consultees, the 

WPA made a formal request under Regulation 25 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 for further information in respect of 
the ES. At the same time Thermeco was asked to address objections relating to matters 
that fell outside the ES, including compliance with development plan policy. A 
development plan is a document setting out the local authority’s policies for planning 
proposals in their area. For the current application the development plan comprises the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan which was adopted by 
Cambridgeshire County Council in July 2021 and Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2026 
which was adopted by Huntingdonshire District Council in May 2019. 

 
1.8  Further information submitted on 20 September 2024 included the following changes to 

the proposed development: 
- all the feedstock for the facility would be obtained directly from the adjacent 

Woodford MRF; 
- reduction in the footprint of the thermal treatment (boiler) building to allow for 

additional on-site landscape screening; and 
- off-site landscape screening.  

 
1.9 Further technical information and revisions were provided on landscape and visual impact, 

air quality, health, noise, ecology as part of an updated ES. Revised additional information 
was also submitted to address planning policy matters, including:  

- revised planning statement 
- carbon assessment 
- statement of sustainable design and construction 
- alternative sites assessment 
-  economic impact assessment 
- site boundary comparison 
- waste availability report 
- letters of intent to supply the feedstock 
- transport assessment addendum  
- construction traffic management plan  

 
1.10  On 28 May 2025 the applicant submitted responses to the consultee comments relating to 

the September 2024 information. This included: 
- reducing the height of the boiler building from 25 metres to 20 metres 

- an updated ES; 
- revised landscape and visual impact assessment and landscape proposals 

- revised planning statement 
- revised Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) assessment.  

 
Further information on BNG was provided on 7 August 2025.  
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2.  The site and surroundings 
 
2.1 The waste management complex known as Warboys Landfill Site covers approximately 26 

hectares and includes the land on which Thermeco’s proposed development would be 
situated. It is located about 10 kilometres northeast of Huntingdon and 4 kilometres 
southeast of Ramsey, to the north of the village of Warboys on the side of the escarpment 
overlooking Wistow Fen. It comprises a restored landfill site and overburden storage area, 
landfill gas engine/flare producing electricity, a MRF, restored ponds and grassland and 
ancillary land used for access and parking and an administration building. The landfill was 
a former brick pit which has been filled with waste in a series of cells. The waste recycling 
operations take place within a modern building on the site of a former brickworks. 

 
2.2 The proposed development site (the Site) has an area of 1.9 hectares and lies between 

the MRF and the northeastern boundary of the waste management complex. The land 
immediately to the northeast is Wistow Fen, which is low-lying intensively cultivated 
agricultural land. The Site is in flood zone 1 and is not within a groundwater source 
protection zone. It is within 65 metres of the Warboys Clay Pit Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) and Warboys and Wistow Wood SSSI is approximately 460 metres to the 
west, adjacent to the western boundary of the landfill site. The Site is in a SSSI Impact 
Risk Zone and the proposed development is of a type for which consultation with Natural 
England is required. Pingle Wood and Cutting County Wildlife Site (CWS) lies 130 metres 
south of the site access. There are no scheduled monuments within 3 kilometres of the 
Site. The closest listed buildings are 1.6 – 2 km to the southwest and south mostly within 
the Warboys Conservation Area which is centred on the High Street.  

 
2.3 The closest residential properties (measured from the nearest point of the Site to the 

nearest part of the property’s garden) are:  
 
  -  Woodview 20 metres to the northeast 
 -  Wingate 70 metres to the south 
 -  Old Railway Tavern, opposite the site access onto Puddock Hill 
 -  Fenside Caravan Park 80 metres to the southeast 
 -  The Old Station Yard 140 metres to the northwest.  
 There are business premises immediately to the northeast of Woodview and a recreation 

lake between the southeasternmost part of the restored landfill area and Wingate. Long 
Lot Farm, a mobile home at Wilson’s Orchard and commercial premises are at the western 
end of Fenside Road between 240 metres and 340 metres from the Site. Dorringtons Farm 
is approximately 650 metres to the northwest of the Site on Cross Drove, Wistow.   

 
2.4 Access to the restored landfill site and MRF for HGVs is via a purpose-built access road 

from the class C Puddock Road immediately to the southwest of Woodview. The proposed 
development would also use this access road. The access to the property known as The 
Old Station Yard which currently runs through the Site would be realigned. No public rights 
of way cross the Site. Public footpaths no. 245/2 and no. 254/12 are approximately 500 
metres to the south of the Site and lead from Humbrills Farm in a southerly direction to 
Warboys. Public footpath no. 245/7 starts at the western end of Fenside Road and runs 
around the edge of the Pingle Wood and Cutting County Wildlife Site also leading to 
Warboys. 

 
2.5 Most of the Site is within the Warboys MRF Waste Management Area (WMA) identified in 
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the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) and 
which is surrounded by a Consultation Area (CA). 

 
 

3. The Proposed Development  
 
3.1 The proposed development is a Thermal Treatment Facility (TTF) to process 87,500 

tonnes per year of non-hazardous, non-recyclable waste in the form of Refuse Derived 
Fuel (RDF) to generate electricity. The thermal output would be 31 MWth of which 8.8 
mWe would be exported to the national grid, with the rest used to run the plant. The RDF 
would be sourced from the adjacent MRF run by Woodford Recycling who would be 
responsible for recovering the recyclable fractions (construction and demolition waste that 
could be used as recycled aggregate, glass and plastic) from non-hazardous waste, 
screening for metals and shredding the residual waste to the appropriate size and 
specification for use as RDF. In accordance with the planning permission for Woodford’s 
MRF, the waste would be sourced from within the administrative areas of Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough or a 45 km radius of the MRF, whichever greater. Approximately 90,000 
tonnes of waste would be required to generate 87,500 tonnes of RDF.  

 
3.2 The RDF would be taken from the Woodford MRF to the Site using the shared access 

road in rigid body electric vehicles capable of carrying an approximate payload of 14 
tonnes. It would be emptied into one of 5 fuel bays which would have rolling shutter doors 
that would be kept closed between deliveries. The RDF would be delivered by conveyors 
to the furnace where it would be incinerated in an automated process. The heat generated 
from the incineration process would pass through a series of boilers which then feed to a 
turbine and subsequently to a generator. The turbine exhaust would pass through an air-
cooled condenser to condense the vapour for re-evaporation in the boiler. The flue gas 
would be managed through an air pollution abatement system in accordance with the 
Environment Agency’s requirements in the environmental permit. Ash from the incineration 
process would be collected and removed from the Site, the majority of which would be 
used in secondary aggregate products. The plant would be designed to allow carbon 
capture and storage infrastructure to be retrofitted.  

 
3.3 Access would be via the existing access off Puddock Road used by Woodford Recycling. 

Given that the waste would be delivered to the Woodford MRF the only HGV traffic to the 
Site once constructed would be for the collection of ash and delivery of process chemicals 
amounting to an average of 1 vehicle (2 trips) per day.  

 
3.4 The plant would operate 24 hours per day 7 days per week with a scheduled 2 week shut 

down each year for maintenance. Waste and ancillary materials would be received 
between 07:30 and 18:00 Monday to Friday and between 07:30 and 13:00 Saturday. 
There would be no deliveries on Sundays of bank holidays except in exceptional 
circumstances and agreed with the WPA. There would be 26 full time members of staff 
working shifts with 10 on site at any one time. Construction traffic would be most intense 
during the estimated 4 month period for site set up and enabling works with 2 HGV 
movements per hour and the estimated 2 month period for mains services.  

 
3.5 The physical elements of the proposed development would comprise:  
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(i) Fuel bay building – steel-clad measuring 30 metres x 34 metres x 11.5 metres high to 
contain pre-cast concrete wall fuel bays 

 
(ii) Thermal treatment (boiler) building – steel-clad measuring 50 metres x 52 metres x 20 

metres high 
(iii) Turbine hall – steel-clad measuring 29 metres x 17 metres x 10 metres 

 
(iv) Office/amenity building – brick with wood cladding finishes measuring 16 metres x 15 

metres x 7.5 metres 
 

(v) Stack – twin-core flues each 44 metres high, 1.4 metres diameter 
 

(vi) Air cooled condenser – open-sided steel structure with fans on top measuring 36 
metres x 17 metres x 14 metres high 

 
(vii)  Fire water tank – galvanised steel measuring 12.5 metres diameter x 10.5 metres high 

 
(viii)  Ash collection area – steel frame with sloping roof measuring 20 metres x 14.5 metres 

x 11 metres high 
 

(ix) Steelwork such as platforms, walkways, ladders, stairs and handrails for access and 
maintenance 

 
(x) Two weighbridges 

 
(xi) Security fencing – 2 metre high dark green plastic coated chain link or welded mesh 

perimeter security fence  
 

(xii)  Acoustic fence – 3 metre high acoustic fence along part of the shared access road 
close to the property ‘Woodview’ 
 

(xiii) Car park (11 spaces including one for disabled persons) with 3 EV charging stations; 
bike shelter 

 
(xiv)  Surface finishes – concrete except the car park  (block paving) 

 
(xv)  Lighting – for roads and building exteriors 

 
(xvi) Landscape planting - a hedge with trees along the northeast (Fen edge) boundary and 

between the boiler building and the realigned access to The Old Station Yard   
 
3.6 Mitigation for the loss of habitat and biodiversity on the site is proposed off site: 

- for great crested newts (GCN) within land owned by Woodford Recycling;   
- oak and white willow and wildflower meadow along the southern boundary (village 

side) of the restored landfill site; and 
- creation of scrub, ponds and grassland on 1.36 hectares of land at Great Raveley 
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4. Planning History  
 
4.1 The relevant planning history of the Site is set out in the following paragraphs. 
 
4.2 H/0560/96 – Waste recycling operations granted on 13/09/1996. Allowed the sorting, 

processing and storage of waste within and adjacent to the former brickworks building. A 
condition required the use to cease by 31/12/99. 

4.3 H/0476/97 - Variation of condition 1 of planning permission H/0560/96 to extend duration 
of waste recycling operations granted on 12/08/1997. Extended the date by which use of 
the waste transfer station must cease from 31/12/99 to 31/12/08. 

 
4.4 H/5008/08/CW - Variation of condition 1 of planning permission H/0476/97 to extend the 

date by which operation of the waste transfer station must cease from 31 December 2008 
to 31 December 2011 granted on 05/08 2008. 

 
4.5 H/05013/11/CW -Variation of condition 1 of planning permission H/05008/08/CW to extend 

the date by which operation of the waste transfer station must cease from 31 December 
2011 to 31 December 2015 granted on 2312/2012.  

 
4.6 H/05016/12/CW - Construction and operation of a materials recycling facility, offices and 

ancillary development granted on 19/04/2013. This replaced the temporary waste transfer 
station with a purpose-built facility. 

 
4.7 H/5007/14/CW - Variation of condition 12 of planning permission H/05016/12/CW to 

extend the hours Heavy Commercial Vehicles (HCVs) directly associated with the skip hire 
business may enter or leave the site granted on 05/12/2015 

 
4.8 CCC/22/053/VAR - Materials recycling facility, offices and ancillary development. 

Informative: Section 73 planning application seeking to vary conditions 3, 7 & 16 of 
planning permission H/5007/14/CW to allow the storage of waste and the crushing and 
screening of hardcore waste outside the materials recycling facility building and to amend 
the surface water drainage scheme granted on 19/09/2024 

 
4.9 H/5002/18/CW - Construction of a heat and power plant comprising biomass energy from 

waste (fluidised bed combustion) facility and treatment of waste water by evaporation 
treatment plant and associated infrastructure comprising tank farm, combuster with 25 
metre high chimney, process building, store building, office building, walking floor canopy, 
car park, fuel storage bays, fire water tank, conveyor, pipe gantry, diesel tank, control 
room, auxiliary plant skid, high voltage transformers granted on 15/07/2019 (not 
implemented) 

 
4.10 FMW/19/073 - Engineering operations to extend landfill void comprising: 

- reworking of fill material  
- placement of non-hazardous waste 
- measures to safeguard Warboys Claypit SSSI 
- site restoration.  

 
Informative: Section 73 planning application to develop land without complying with 
condition 2 of planning permission H/5022/18/CW to allow until 31 December 2023 to 
complete restoration. (Condition 2 requires the restored landfill and other land in the 
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operator’s ownership to be managed in accordance with the Site Ecological Management 
Plan (Etive Ecology Ltd Version 6.0 dated 25 July 2023 including part of the current 
application area)    

 
 

5.  Publicity  
 
5.1 The application was advertised in accordance with Article 15 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 by a notice in the 
Hunts Post on 1 March 2023 and notices at the Site entrance, opposite Coronation 
Avenue and at Orchard Close, Warboys on 6 March 2023. Discretionary notification letters 
were sent to the occupiers of properties within 1 km of the Site except those on 
Coronation Avenue and Orchard Close (informed by Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (LVIA) viewpoint 1); properties at the eastern end of Fenside Road on the 
access route ;and Dorringtons Farms because they are close to LVIA viewpoint 4.  

 
5.2 The additional information received on 20 September 2024 was advertised by a notice in 

the Hunts Post on 2 October 2024 and notices at the Site entrance, opposite Coronation 
Avenue and at Orchard Close, Warboys on 8 October 2024. Individuals who had 
commented on the application as originally submitted were notified.  

 
5.3 The additional information received on 28 May 2025 was advertised by a notice in the 

Hunts Post on 4 June 2025 and notices at the Site entrance, opposite Coronation Avenue 
and at Orchard Close, Warboys also on 4 June 2025. Individuals who had already 
commented on the application were notified. 

 
 

6. Consultation Responses 
 
6.1 The following section summarises the consultation responses received from the most 

recent consultation and where relevant, earlier comments and submissions. The full 
responses are available on Cambridgeshire County Council’s (CCC) public access 
planning webpages.  

  
Huntingdonshire District Council (Planning) - Object 

 
6.2 The proposed development is unacceptable against policies LP10, LP11, LP12, LP19 and 

LP35 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan (HLP) to 2036. The application fails to comply with 
the specific and limited opportunity for development in the countryside provided for in the 
HLP. The proposal fails to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside 
due to its adverse landscape impact, contrary to Policies LP10b), LP19h) and LP35.  

 
 Huntingdonshire District Council (Landscape Officer) – Object 
 
6.3 There are concerns about some aspects of the methodology employed in the applicant’s 

LVIA and the significance of landscape and visual effects has been frequently 
understated. The sensitivity of receptors on footpaths should be high to high-medium not 
medium or medium-low. The additional viewpoint sought on the footpath to the north of 
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Wiggs Close, or on the B1040 Ramsey Road, just west of Warboys and visualisation of 
the development from VP5 have not been provided. 

 
6.4 The reduction in the height of the boiler building by 5 metres is an improvement to the 

scheme. However, the 44 metre high chimney and the limited scope for onsite mitigation 
remain significant concerns. The proposed development is unsympathetic in scale to the 
host landscape and would present an incongruous feature in a setting widely identified as 
sensitive to large-scale and hard edges, which would have long reaching visual impacts. 
The proposals would lead to the clearance of a vast majority of the existing site features 
with little opportunity for landscape and visual mitigation, and as such the proposals 
represent overdevelopment of the site. Of primary concern is the loss of a mature 
landscape buffer, which currently ranges from 35 metres at its widest point to 15 metres at 
its narrowest and is shown to be inadequate to soften and screen the existing MRF 
building from the Fen landscape. The space available for new planting falls far short of 
what is required to help mitigate the proposed development. The amended planting 
proposals (September 2024 and May 2025) provide only a limited width of landscaping 
along the northeast boundary which is inadequate and insufficient to achieve the 
necessary capacity for mitigation that would help to soften and screen the development 
from the Fen landscape. Visual receptors on the network of public rights of way in the 
Fens will experience changes in view, whereby the existing skyline, currently defined by 
landform and vegetation, with some residential development visible on higher land, would 
be broken by the taller new features, detracting from the horizontality of the landscape and 
the important transition from the fens to higher land. 

 
 Huntingdonshire District Council (Environmental Health Officer (EHO)) – no objection 
 
6.5 Noise – A condition limiting the level of sound from the development when operational to 

34dB LAeq 1 hour at any dwelling is recommended. The proposed construction hours are 
acceptable, but the Construction Environmental Management & Traffic Management Plan 
(CEMP) needs to be improved to include more information on noise monitoring, a 
commitment to use broadband reversing alarms and details of a contact point for the 
public.  

  
6.6 Air quality – Most of the queries previously raised have been addressed although 3 points 

remain unaddressed in the response table [in the Consideration of Consultation 
Responses 27/05/2025]:  ‘Terrain’, ‘Annual and 24-hour benzene concentrations’ and 
‘Annual average PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations’. Although not foreseen to be a 
problem, they should be included for completeness and transparency so they could be 
addressed. The landfill gas engines and flare controlled under the environmental 
permitting regime and their impact can be appropriately assessed as part of Thermeco’s 
permit application to ensure the combined effect is taken into account and appropriate 
limits set and mitigation imposed for the application site. 

 
6.7 The conditions and control measures that HDC would usually recommend to protect 

residential amenity will be covered by the environmental permit and relate to all activities 
on site including waste storage, acceptance and throughput, management of the site to 
control emissions, monitoring requirements and emission limits. With the correct controls 
in place no significant adverse impact is anticipated from the proposals. The CEMP should 
be updated to be consistent, robust and enforceable to mitigate the impact of dust.  
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 Environment Agency – No objection 
 
6.8 The development will require an environmental permit under the Environmental Permitting 

(England and Wales) Regulations 2016, Regulation 12. 
 
 Natural England – No objection 
 
6.9 Designated Sites - The updated ES Section 7 – AQA indicates air quality emissions below 

the 1% ‘significant’ threshold for all designated sites including Woodwalton Fen. ES 
Section 8 – Ecological Impact Assessment concludes minor adverse but not significant 
impacts through air quality, including ammonia emissions, for Warboys & Wistow Site 
SSSI and the two CWS. The applicant should explore whether any additional measures 
could be implemented to mitigate/compensate minor adverse air quality impacts to the 
SSSI and local wildlife sites, such as an enhanced planting scheme. This will ensure that 
the proposed development is compliant with national and local planning policy to protect 
and enhance designated sites. The updated AQA indicates that the proposed Air Quality 
Mitigation Scheme (AQMS) for a previous application at this site is considered to have 
negligible benefit in terms of air quality impacts to the SSSI and the rationale for this 
seems reasonable. Consideration of any additional measures that could help to further 
reduce the air quality impacts of the current proposed scheme on these sensitive 
designated sites would be welcomed. Any such measures, if available, should be detailed 
in the relevant mitigation strategy and delivery secured through planning condition. 
Delivery of mitigation measures outlined within the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) and the Dust Management Plan (DMP) should be secured 
through planning condition. 

 
6.10 Protected species - Note that GCN surveys were being updated at the time of writing the 

revised ES Chapter 8 – GCN Mitigation Strategy (June 2024). The applicant’s submission 
of a Natural England European Protected Species Licence should be secured through a 
planning condition.  

 
 UK Health Security Agency (UKHSA) – No objection; position statement   
 
6.11 ““UK Health Security Agency (UKHSA) has reviewed research undertaken to examine the 

suggested links between emissions from municipal waste incinerators and effects on 
health (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/municipal-waste-incinerators-
emissions-impact-on-health). UKHSA’s risk assessment is that modern, well run and 
regulated municipal waste incinerators are not a significant risk to public health. While it is 
not possible to rule out adverse health effects from these incinerators completely, any 
potential effect for people living close by is likely to be very small. This view is based on 
detailed assessments of the effects of air pollutants on health and on the fact that these 
incinerators make only a very small contribution to local concentrations of air pollutants.”  

 
6.12 No significant concerns regarding the risk to the health of the local population from the 

proposed installation. Health impacts are assessed at the planning application stage, and 
then subsequently at the environmental permitting stage. Any environmental permit will 
require the applicant to ensure that emissions to air from the facility are within permitted 
emission limits and that abatement measures are in place to minimise the environmental 
impact of emissions from the process using best available techniques (BAT) under the 
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environmental permitting regulatory framework and guidance overseen by the 
Environment Agency. 

  
 Health and Safety Executive (HSE) – No comment to make 
 
6.13 This application does not fall within any HSE consultation zones.  
 
 CCC Transport Assessment Team – No objection 
 
6.14 The information on the movements/volume of construction traffic appears to be a 

reasonable estimate for a site of this size. The anticipated volumes of construction traffic 
would not result in an un acceptable impact on the highway network in transport terms.  

  
CCC Highway Development Management Engineer – No objection 

 
6.15 100% of the plant’s feedstock will be sourced from the adjacent MRF which will reduce the 

number of vehicles accessing the site. Conditions requiring wheel cleaning and traffic 
routing should be imposed.  

 
 CCC Ecology Officer - Object 
 
6.16 Initial concerns about the impact on air quality on designated sites have been addressed.  

The proposed GCN mitigation strategy is accepted in principle however, as it relies on 
land outside the applicant’s control, it must be secured by way of a legal agreement. It 
would also need a European Protected Species Licence from Natural England.  

 
6.17 The proposed off site mitigation schemes on Warboys landfill site and at Great Raveley 

are unrealistic and unlikely to adequately address the impacts on biodiversity. As such the 
proposed development fails to accord with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals 
and Waste Local Plan Policy 20 which seeks to conserve, enhance and deliver gains for 
biodiversity. It is considered that the three species of scrub proposed at Great Raveley 
would not realistically achieve ‘Good’ condition, the proposed species mix is not in keeping 
with the landscape character of the area and the proposed ponds would not meet all the 
relevant criteria. Planting trees on the grassland on the edge of the landfill site would 
substantially reduce the grassland quality beneath/around them. There is no guarantee 
that other areas of grassland will be completely covered, and so it is likely that areas of 
bare ground will be in excess of 5%. The landfill site already has an agreed restoration 
scheme which was designed and intended to compensate previous habitat losses and 
wildflower meadow remains the most appropriate restoration approach for this site.  

 
6.18 Unless the following information is provided prior to determination refusal is 

recommended: 
i) Redesign of Great Raveley (off-site) scheme to deliver biodiversity appropriate for 

the location, using native species of local provenance and creating habitat that is 
likely to succeed within 30 years; 

ii) Redesign of Warboys (off-site) scheme so that it does not conflict with the existing 
restoration scheme to restore site to wildflower meadow; and 

iii) Update the BNG assessment to provide realistic target habitats and conditions, 
taking into account and reflecting the proposed landscape scheme, achievable 
management and locality. 
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 CCC Historic Environment Team (CHET) -  No objections 
 
6.19 The proposed development lies in area that was formerly an industrial landscape including 

the Great Eastern Joint Railway, Ramsey-Somersham and adjacent to the site of a former 
brickworks (CHER MCB23001). To the south east is a Royal Naval Armaments depot. A 
condition of planning permission H/5002/18/CW was fulfilled by the production of an 
archaeological desk based study which created a good record of the site and has now 
been added to Historic Environment Record (ECB6928). No further archaeological 
requirements are necessary for this site. 

 
Lead Local Flood Authority - Object 

 
6.20 The applicant has not provided drainage calculations to indicate whether the system can 

cater for the 3.3% and 1% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) storm events. The 
discharge rate from the site is required to be at or below greenfield equivalents for both 
the 3.3% and 1% AEP storm events.  
 

 CCC Public Health Officer – No objection 
 
6.21 Many of the points previously raised have been addressed by the applicant. With an 

increasing number of proposals particularly from the energy and utility sectors within this 
part of Cambridgeshire, consideration should be given to the overall cumulative impact on 
local communities. Defer to the UKHSA in terms of research and evidence in relation to 
potential effects on health of efficiently operated, regulated and compliant municipal waste 
incinerators. Further details from the developer regarding their role and the administration 
of the community liaison group would there is no reason to object to the application. 

 
 CCC Climate Change and Energy Service (CC&ES)  
 
6.22 Concludes that there are a number of uncertainties in estimating greenhouse gas 

emissions from waste disposal at this proposed development, which mean that it is not 
possible to state definitively whether or not the development will lead to increased or 
reduced carbon emissions.  

 
 Fire and Rescue Service 
 
6.23 Adequate provision should be made for fire hydrants which may be secured by way of  a 

Section 106 agreement or a planning condition. 
 

Middle Level Commissioners (on behalf of Ramsey 1st Internal Drainage Board (IDB)) - 
Object 

 
6.24 Object because of the significant loss of habitat units including the three ponds on the 

application site; the proposed means of surface water attenuation is considered 
inappropriate by most IDBs; lack of information on surface water outfalls; and lack of 
discussion with the IDB about obtaining discharge consent. 

 
  
 

Page 20 of 118



   

 

 
 

 Cambridge City Airport – No objection 
 
6.25 The proposal does not conflict with the safeguarding criteria for the airport.  
 
 The Wildlife Trust – Object 
 
6.26 Support the comments from the CCC Ecology Officer.  
 
 Warboys Parish Council – Object    
 
6.27 Object in the strongest possible terms because the application is not consistent with 

national guidance or local policy. Any potential benefits are far outweighed by the harm it 
would have on the community of Warboys and the local environment. The application 
should be refused on the following grounds (reinforced 4 November 2024) : 

 
 (i) that the applicants have failed to demonstrate a need for the development which is 

contrary to the National Planning Policy for Waste, the draft National Policy Statement for 
Renewable Energy Infrastructure and the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan; 
 
(ii) that the Minerals and Waste Local Plan projects surplus capacity for the thermal 
treatment of municipal waste over the Plan period to 2036, as a result of which there is no 
justification for the proposed development. The subsequent approval of a site with 
significant capacity at Wisbech since adoption of the Plan reinforces this case; 
 
(iii) that the location of a thermal treatment plant at Warboys contravenes the proximity 
principle set out in the Local Plan which requires energy from waste plants to be sited in 
close proximity to the point of origin of the waste. The scale of the plant proposed means 
that it could be accommodated close to an urban area where waste is generated, thereby 
avoiding excessive road transport which is contrary to the Local Plan principles of 
sustainability and minimising any adverse impact on climate change; 
 
(iv) that the applicants have failed to demonstrate the source of the municipal waste to be 
used as fuel for the proposed plant, creating a concern that this may result in the 
importation of waste to Cambridgeshire contrary to the principles contained in the Local 
Plan and generating additional traffic movements. The draft agreements between 
Woodford, the operators of the adjoining MRF, and other waste operators to supply waste 
to the site cannot be relied upon either in the short or long term; 
 
(v) that the applicants have failed to demonstrate the capacity of the proposed plant, 
leading to concern both that more waste could be accommodated in the plant proposed or 
that it could be expanded in the future if permission is granted. In such circumstances, this 
would invalidate the results of the various assessments submitted in support of the 
application; 
 
(vi) that the applicants have failed to demonstrate how residual ash from the plant will be 
processed on site and where this will be transported for subsequent treatment which is 
contrary to the draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure; 
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(vii) that the proposal will represent an unacceptable further expansion of industrial 
development at the site of the Warboys Landfill Site far in excess of the initial permission 
granted for 5 years for the tipping of waste at the adjoining landfill site. The cumulative 
harm to the locality from the further intensification of use will outweigh any potential benefit 
from the co-location with adjacent waste management facilities. 
 
(viii) that not all of the site of the proposed treatment site is located within the permission 
granted for the MRF and therefore constitutes an extension into the open countryside; 
 
(ix) that the application contains no convincing evidence that the proposal will not lead to 
additional traffic movements on local roads. While the applicants contend that all of the 
waste to be processed can be accommodated within the permission granted for the 
volume of waste to be handled at the adjoining MRF, the material handled to date at the 
MRF has been supplied in skip vehicles and therefore a significant increase in traffic 
compared to the present day will be required to supply the treatment plant. Furthermore, 
there is no assessment of the volume of waste that would need to be transported to site 
for processing to leave a residual amount of 87,500 tonnes of waste to be used as 
feedstock for the plant. It is inevitable that the uncertainties involved and the comparison 
with current activity levels at the MRF will lead to additional traffic using Fenside Road 
which is wholly unsuitable for the volume and weight of the additional traffic. The further 
intensification of use would lead to a deterioration of the road conditions which the 
highways authority has inadequate funding to maintain to an acceptable standard; 
 
(x) that additional traffic supplying waste to site will generate a likelihood of HCVs 
queueing to enter the site before it opens each day or parking on local roads and laybys to 
the detriment of highway safety, as occurred when the adjoining landfill site was 
operational; 
 
(xi) that the site is located in close proximity to grade 1 agricultural land farmed intensively 
for the cultivation of crops upon which the nation depends for its food security. Any 
pollution of the surrounding land by air or water would have far-reaching consequences for 
the livelihood of local farmers and the health of the public; 
 
(xii) that the Noise Impact Assessment has failed to adequately take into account the 
cumulative impact of the noise that would be generated from the proposed treatment plant 
and the permissions for the crushing of waste and operation of the adjoining MRF and fails 
to adequately address the concerns raised in a report commissioned from WSP by the 
County Council about the noise impact of the proposal. The MRF already leads to 
complaints from local residents of unacceptable levels of noise emanating from the site so 
it is inconceivable that the further intensification of use would not have an adverse impact 
on the quality of life of local residents; 
 
(xiii) that the Air Quality Assessment has failed to address the concerns raised in the 
report by Air Quality Assessment Ltd commissioned by the County Council and that the 
proposed development would therefore pose unacceptable risks to human health, wildlife 
and the surrounding countryside from emissions to air of hazardous chemicals; 
 
(xiv) that the Carbon Assessment cannot be relied upon and should be discounted as it 
fails to compare the use of green energy such as solar or wind to power the proposed 
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treatment plant as opposed to fossil fuel and also does not take into account the impact of 
decommissioning the plant after 20 years. 
 
(xv) that the plant and particularly the 44 metres high stack will represent a visually 
prominent and intrusive feature in the local landscape which is totally out of character with 
the neighbouring fen environment. The application also fails to address the issue of power 
transmission off site from surplus capacity and whether this will involve additional surface 
power lines. No mention is made of the visual impact of emissions from the stack itself 
which will affect its impact on the landscape. The Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment fails to address the concerns raised in the report by Greater Cambridge 
Shared Planning commissioned by the County Council; 
 
(xvi) that no evidence has been submitted to justify the assumptions of power generation 
on Site nor the power required to operate the treatment plant itself which appears 
excessive. This calls into question the various assumptions made about the amount of 
surplus energy to be generated and its use to power 21,000 homes and the claimed 
contribution to national energy security; 
 
(xvii) that the proposed operation of the Site on a continuous basis throughout the year 
with the exception of a two week close down for maintenance will represent an intolerable 
intrusion into the quality of life of local residents from emissions, noise, odours and dust 
emanating from the Site; 
 
(xviii) that approval of the application would establish a precedent which would make it 
difficult for the planning authority to reject potential future applications for an extension of 
the operational hours or the capacity of the MRF, an increase in capacity of the proposed 
treatment plant, the importation of waste from suppliers other than Woodford MRF or an 
extension in the suggested lifespan of the operation. 

 
6.28 May 2025 submissions and reduction in height of the boiler building do not overcome 

objections. The great crested newt mitigation measures are outside the application area 
and not secured by a binding agreement.  

  
 Wistow Parish Council – Object 
 
6.29 Traffic to or from the A1(M) at Sawtry may use the direct route through Wistow so 

restrictions on vehicle routing must be in place. Risk of odour and atmospheric pollution 
from prevailing wind from the east towards Wistow with harm to public. Object until the 
parish council is satisfied that Wistow will not be affected by smells or other pollution from 
the incinerator. Local biodiversity between Wistow and Warboys should be protected, 
especially Wistow Fen. There will be another incinerator at Woodhurst. 

  
Ramsey Town Council - Object 

 
6.30 Many of the perceived outcomes of the proposed development impact on Warboys Parish 

and not directly on Ramsey. Many of the objections put forward by Warboys Parish 
Council are relevant and need addressing and therefore support Warboys in their 
objection.  
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Bury Parish Council – Object  
 
6.31 Object on grounds of visual impact and the view from Bury towards Wistow and Warboys 

woods; pollution of air and water affecting farmland and public health; noise, dust and 
odours affecting nearby residents and wildlife; increased HGV traffic on unsuitable 
Fenside Road; planning status of the Site in relation to the landfill site; need not 
demonstrated; could result in importation of waste to Cambridgeshire contrary to the 
principles of the local plan. Proposals for more homes in the area will bring more people 
closer to the plant. Agree with neighbouring parishes.  

 
 Pidley-cum-Fenton Parish Council - Support 
 
6.32 Concerned about the height and visibility of the stack but support the application provide a 

routeing agreement is in place to ensure lorries don’t come through the village. The parish 
council has applied for a 7.5 tonne weight limit through the village.  

 
6.33 Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) - No comments received. 
  
6.34 British Horse Society - No comments received. 
 
6.35 Warboys Landfill Action Group - No comments received. 
 
 

7. Representations 
 
7.1 Representations have been received from 60 individuals and UKWIN (UK Without 

Incineration), all objecting to and raising concerns about the proposed development. The 
points raised are summarised in paragraphs 7.2 to 7.11 below. A copy of the full 
representations will be shared with members of Planning Committee one week before the 
meeting. Representations have been received from Ben Obese-Jecty, MP for Huntingdon 
and from County Councillor Ross Martin (Warboys and The Stukeleys) and 
Huntingdonshire District Councillor Charlotte Lowe (Warboys ward). These are 
summarised in paragraphs 7.12 to 7.14 below and may be read in full on the Council’s 
public access planning webpages. 

 
 Need and source of RDF 
 
7.2 Applicant has not demonstrated need 
 Unlikely to be able to source from 45km radius catchment area 
 Long term contracts with councils to supply minimum quantity of waste would deter 

recycling 
 Will be in competition with much larger Wisbech and Bedford incinerators  
 EfW plants are proposed in Bedford, Essex and Leicestershire 
 No justification in this location – 4 times more waste is imported into Cambridgeshire than 

is exported 
 Not close to source of waste 
 No definition of RDF – could be toxic 
 Should be located in a main settlement/industrial area with a good road network and away 

from residential and agricultural properties 
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 Climate change 
 
7.3 CO2 savings based on assumption that all treated household waste would otherwise go to 

landfill 
 Creation of RDF requires energy 
 Lack of carbon capture; the Environment Agency has guidelines on this 
 Does not take into account of machinery used outside the buildings, vehicles used to 

remove the ash, construction of the plant itself, energy used in the processes and offices 
or production of cyclopentane 

 Removal of hedge and mature trees on northern boundary – replacements will take many 
years to be effective in removing CO2 

 Fewer transport miles to landfill sites compared with EfW plants of which there are fewer 
 Burning household waste is dirtier than burning coal in terms of production of greenhouse 

gases 
 
 Visual impact and the countryside 
 
7.4 44 metre high chimney nearly twice as high as previously approved one  
 Not in keeping with the natural Claylands/ Fenlands border landscape; the restored landfill 

site is an artificial hill 
 New building and chimney will dwarf neighbouring commercial and residential properties  
 Will affect views of the countryside 
 Red Tile wind farm will be removed within 5 years so comparison with proposed chimney 

of limited value 
 Views from properties on Fenside Road and First Turf Fen Drove were not included in the 

LVIA 
 
 Air pollution  
 
7.5 No reference to negative pressure within the buildings 
 Modelling takes no account of existing gas engines – a second source of potential 

pollution 
 Huntingdon Crematorium not taken into account  
 Gases from hazardous waste in the landfill not taken into account 
 Level of harmful substances at closest properties 
 Emissions from HGVs especially ultra-fine particles harmful to health 
 Not possible to eliminate air pollution and particulate matter – danger to health particularly 

those with pre-existing conditions 
 Contrary to Government’s clean air agenda 
 Any breach of emission limits will be too late 
 When wind to northeast will affect Warboys village including the school 1400 metres away 

and new houses that HDC granted permission to be built 
 Local temperature inversion exacerbates effects  
 Area experiences more winds from the north affecting the village more 
 Any increase in NO2 and SO2 levels should be avoided even if ‘not significant’ 
 Proposed filtration of toxic gases may not be effective 
 Cumulative impact with Envar incinerator 
 What is the composition of the ash?  
 The chimney needs to be taller because of the relative height of the village and the 

average others being 70 metres 
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 Air pollution of agricultural land - impact on crops and livestock and ingestion as food 
 Dust especially from ash 
 Odour 
 
 Traffic and highways 
 
7.6 Increase (x5) in lorry traffic on Fenside Road and Puddock Road 
 Further damage to Fenside Road and roads through village by HGVs 
 Conflict with other business including agricultural users of Fenside Road  
 Conflict with pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders using Fenside Road inhibiting 

recreational use which is good for well-being 
 The traffic would be for longer hours than Woodford are permitted 
 New jobs will cause more traffic on Station Road which is already affected by new housing 

development and noise from traffic within the village 
 Spillage from HGVs 
 Junction is dangerous especially when HGVs turn right from Fenside Road onto the A141 
 Cumulative construction impact with housing development on Station Road 
 Queuing to enter the Site before it opens and parking on local roads or in laybys 
 
 Nature conservation  
 
7.7 Impact of noise and emissions from HGVs on wildlife in nature reserve 
 Pollution of watercourses would affect wildlife 
 No account taken of hedgehogs or badgers within 1km of the Site 
 Loss of habitat units on the Site, especially the 3 ponds containing great crested newts 
 Proposed compensatory hedgerow habitat units would take long-term commitment 
 Within 2km of SSSI, ancient woodland, nature reserves and fenland; with Warboys Wood, 

Wistow Wood and Pingle Wood within 500 metres; will be affected by emissions 
 Impact of lighting on wildlife 
 
 Noise and light  
 
7.8 No acoustic cladding 
 Noise from Woodford site already excessive 
 24/7 working  
 Waste deliveries 07:00 – 19:00 weekdays and 07:00 – 13:00 Saturdays 
 Acoustic fence not high enough compared with sources of noise and should be around 

whole Site 
 Assessment has not taken into account Woodford’s proposal for crushing waste or 

processing waste to create the RDF feedstock 
 Light pollution - increase on what already experienced from Woodford MRF 
 
 Increased flood risk and water pollution 
 
7.9 Garden and adjoining fields flooded 10 March 2023 – alleged to be from silted up pipes 

from Woodford 
 Additional surface water run-off and foul water to be managed  
 Pollution of agricultural land from water - impact on crops and livestock and ingestion as 

food 
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 Miscellaneous 
 
7.10 Location of house not accurately represented in application documents 
 Live electricity supply cable beneath line of former railway 
 Risk from storing highly inflammable cyclopentane and lack of information on firefighting 

equipment 
 Not all the moisture content has been accounted for which will be hazardous and 

transported off site with risk of spillage   
 Re-grading the incinerator Site and BNG offsetting on the landfill site could disturb the 

integrity of the landfill site 
 Will attract flies 
 Will adversely affect local businesses because people will not want to live and visitors will 

avoid the area 
 Increase in health problems will impact on the NHS 
 
 Not relevant or material to planning  
 
7.11 Errors and inconsistencies in application documents 
 Woodford proposal to crush concrete 
 Number of planning applications for the site within 4 years 
 Applicant and agent’s lack of experience in building such a facility 
 Too many documents for general public to read 
 Lack of pre-application engagement with the community 
  
 Ben Obese-Jecty MP 
 
7.12 Strongly objects on grounds of lack of need, impact on air quality, ecology and flood risk 

and cumulative impacts with Envar proposal at Woodhurst.  
 
 Cllr Ross Martin  
 
7.13 Objects because it is contrary to adopted planning policies and because of its cumulative 

environmental, ecological, carbon and social impacts. The application:  
 • fails the sequential site test under Policy 4 
 • undermines climate commitments under Policy 18 and the NPPF 
 • harms designated ecological assets, with no mitigation or compensation contrary to 

Policy 20 and the Habitats Regulations 
 • fails to secure enforceable BNG or GCN mitigation 
 • jeopardises future planning processes 
 • presents public health and air quality risks 
 • lacks robust justification of transport and construction impacts. 
 
 Cllr Charlotte Lowe 
 
7.5 Objects because it poses too many risks to the environment and health and doesn’t meet 

planning policy: 
 • should be built in or near a large urban area 
 • would increase traffic on unsuitable roads 
 • damage to SSSIs, loss of great crested newt habitat  
 • cost to the IDB of surface water management  
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 • risk to public health from emissions to air  
 • carbon calculations not robust  
 • and lack of need.  
 
 

8. Planning Policy 
  
8.1 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 states that “in dealing with an 

application for planning permission the authority shall have regard to the provisions of the 
development plan, so far as material to the application and any other material 
considerations.” Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states 
that “If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to 
be made under the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the 
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.” The development plan comprises 
the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (adopted July 
2021) and the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 (adopted May 2019). The relevant 
development plan policies are listed in paragraphs 8.15 and 8.16 below. 

 
 National policy context 
 
8.2 There is a raft of legislation, policy and targets aimed at delivering more sustainable waste 

management and protect the environment. These include European Union (EU) legislation 
such as the Industrial Emissions Directive 2010/75/EU and revised Waste Framework 
Directive 2008/98/EC which have been transposed into English legislation through the 
Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011, as well as national policy on waste as set 
out within the Waste Management Plan for England (2021). The EU Withdrawal Act 2018 
maintains established environmental principles and ensures that existing EU 
environmental law continues to have effect in UK law, including the Industrial Emissions 
Directive (IED) and BAT (Best Available Techniques) Conclusion Implementing Decision 
made under it. Elements of the Environment Act 2021 have come into force including Part 
1: Environmental governance. This includes the requirement for a long term target to be 
set in the following priority areas: air quality, water, biodiversity and resource efficiency 
and waste reduction. Most of Part 3: Waste and resource efficiency is in force.  

 
8.3 Defra’s Energy from Waste Guide (2014) sets out guidance on the delivery of energy from 

waste facilities. It highlights key environmental, technical and economic issues to raise the 
level of understanding and encourage debate around energy from waste. The guide 
provides clear support for the further expansion of energy from waste to manage waste 
which cannot be recycled. Renewable energy is generally defined as being from natural 
sources that are replenished at a higher rate than they are consumed e.g. solar, wind, 
some biomass. Mixed residual waste will contain a mixture of things and only the energy 
generated from the recently grown materials in the mixture is considered renewable. 
Energy from residual waste is therefore a partially renewable energy source and 
considered by the Government to be a source of low carbon energy. 

 
8.4  The Waste Management Plan for England (2021) and its associated documents, together 

with local authorities’ waste local plans (such as the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Minerals and Waste Local Plan) ensure that waste management plans are in place for the 
whole of the UK. It focuses on waste arisings and their management. It is a high-level, 
non-site specific document, providing an analysis of the current waste management 
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situation in England explaining how the Plan supports implementation of the Waste 
(England and Wales) Regulations 2011. It sets out the Government’s ambition to work 
towards a more sustainable and efficient approach to resource use and management.  

 
8.5 Paragraph 5 of the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) (NPPF) states 

that “National policy statements form part of the overall framework of national planning 
policy, and may be a material consideration in preparing plans and making decisions on 
planning applications.” Although there are National Policy Statements for Energy (EN-1) 
and Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) they primarily apply to Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) which are determined by the Planning Inspectorate on 
behalf of the Secretary of State. Thermeco’s proposal is well below the threshold for being 
an NSIP and as such limited weight should be given to the national policy statements in 
this context. The NPPF is the principal national planning policy for determining planning 
applications made to planning authorities. 

 
8.6 Residual waste is the waste left over when all the recycling possible has been done. The 

Government published a ‘Residual waste infrastructure capacity note’ on 30 December 
2024 which presents evidence and analysis of municipal residual waste arisings and 
infrastructure capacity in England from 2020 to 2035. It is intended “to support decision 
makers in planning for residual waste treatment to support the transition to a circular 
economy." Together with the accompanying Ministerial Press Release and Statement it 
represents the Government’s position on residual waste capacity and was regarded as an 
important material consideration by a planning inspector in his decision to allow an appeal 
for an energy from waste plant in Derbyshire (Appeal Ref: APP/U1050/W/24/3354670). 

 
 Proximity principle 
 
8.7 The principle of self-sufficiency and proximity is set out in paragraph 4 of Part 1 of 

Schedule 1 to the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011. This is within the context 
of the requirement to establish an integrated and adequate network of waste disposal 
installations for recovery of mixed municipal waste collected from private households and 
waste from other producers. The network must enable waste to be disposed of in one of 
the nearest appropriate installations, by means of the most appropriate methods and 
technologies, in order to ensure a high level of protection for the environment and public 
health. The network must be designed to enable the UK to move towards self-sufficiency 
in waste disposal and the recovery of mixed municipal waste from households taking into 
account geographical circumstances and/or the need for specialised installations for 
certain types of waste. 

  
 Waste hierarchy 
 
8.8 In England, the waste hierarchy is both a guide to sustainable waste management and a 

legal requirement, enshrined in law through the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 
2011. The waste hierarchy, which ranks options for waste management, has driven 
progress in resource efficiency. Priority goes to preventing the creation of waste in the first 
place, followed by preparing waste for reuse, then recycling, and then recovery including 
by incineration where there is energy recovery. Disposal – in landfill for example or 
incineration without energy recovery – is regarded as the worst option.  

 

Page 29 of 118



   

 

 
 

8.9 The 2011 Regulations require everyone involved in waste management and waste 
producers in England (and Wales) to, on the transfer of waste, take all reasonable 
measures to apply the priority order in the waste hierarchy. There are exceptions for 
specific waste streams to depart from the priority order provided that this is justified by 
lifecycle thinking on the overall effects of generating and managing the waste. Regulators 
under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 must exercise 
their relevant functions (such as granting environmental permits) for the purpose of 
ensuring that the waste hierarchy is applied to the generation of waste by a waste 
operation.  

 
 National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) (the NPPF) 
  
8.10 The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies and how these are expected to be 

applied. At its heart is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 11 
states that: 

 
“For decision-taking this means: 
c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan 

without delay; or 
d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are 

most relevant for determining the application are out of date, granting permission 
unless: 

i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a strong reason for refusing the development 
proposed; or 
ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies of this Framework 
taken as a whole, having particular regard to key policies for directing 
development to sustainable locations, making effective use of land, securing 
well-designed places and providing affordable homes, individually or in  
combination.” 
 

8.11 Paragraphs 2 and 48 of the NPPF remind us that “Planning law requires that applications 
for planning permission be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.” Paragraph 8 sets out three interdependent 
overarching objectives of the planning system to achieve sustainable development: 
economic, social and environmental. Other paragraphs of the NPPF considered to be 
relevant to the proposal are listed below and set out in full in Appendix 1. 
 
Paragraphs 7 & 8   Achieving sustainable development  
Paragraph 39    Decision-making 
Paragraph 85   Building a strong, competitive economy 
Paragraphs 88   Supporting a prosperous rural economy 
Paragraphs 109, 110, 115 – 118 Promoting sustainable transport  
Paragraphs 131, 135, 139   Achieving well-designed and beautiful places  
Paragraphs 161, 164 & 166 Planning for climate change 
Paragraphs 181 & 182   Planning and flood risk  
Paragraph 187    Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Paragraph 193   Habitats and biodiversity 
Paragraphs 196, 198, 199 & 201 Ground conditions and pollution 
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Paragraphs 207, 216 & 218 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
 
8.12 Paragraph 4 states that the NPPF should be read in conjunction with the Government’s 

planning policy for waste, the National Planning Policy for Waste. 
 

National Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) (the NPPW) 
 
8.13 Paragraph 1 of the NPPW includes and identifies the following as key components  in 

delivering the country’s waste ambitions through: 
 

• delivery of sustainable development and resource efficiency, including provision of 
modern infrastructure, local employment opportunities and wider climate change benefits, 
by driving waste management up the waste hierarchy;  
• ensuring that waste management is considered alongside other spatial planning 
concerns, such as housing and transport, recognising the positive contribution that waste 
management can make to the development of sustainable communities; 
• providing a framework in which communities and businesses are engaged with and take 
more responsibility for their own waste, including by enabling waste to be disposed of or, 
in the case of mixed municipal waste from households, recovered, in line with the 
proximity principle; 
• helping to secure the re-use, recovery or disposal of waste without endangering human 
health and without harming the environment; and 
• ensuring the design and layout of new residential and commercial development and 
other infrastructure (such as safe and reliable transport links) complements sustainable 
waste management, including the provision of appropriate storage and segregation 
facilities to facilitate high quality collections of waste. 

 
Paragraph 7 states that “When determining planning applications, waste planning 
authorities should: 

 
• only expect applicants to demonstrate the quantitative or market need for new or 
enhanced waste management facilities where proposals are not consistent with an up-to-
date Local Plan. In such cases, waste planning authorities should consider the extent to 
which the capacity of existing operational facilities would satisfy any identified need; 

 
• recognise that proposals for waste management facilities such as incinerators that cut 
across up-to-date Local Plans reflecting the vision and aspiration of local communities can 
give rise to justifiable frustration, and expect applicants to demonstrate that waste disposal 
facilities not in line with the Local Plan, will not undermine the objectives of the Local Plan 
through prejudicing movement up the waste hierarchy; 

 
• consider the likely impact on the local environment and on amenity against the criteria 
set out in Appendix B and the locational implications of any advice on health from the 
relevant health bodies. Waste planning authorities should avoid carrying out their own 
detailed assessment of epidemiological and other health studies; 

 
• ensure that waste management facilities in themselves are well-designed, so that they 
contribute positively to the character and quality of the area in which they are located; 

 
• concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not 
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with the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities. Waste 
planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control 
regime will be properly applied and enforced; 

 
• ensure that land raising or landfill sites are restored to beneficial after uses at the earliest 
opportunity and to high environmental standards through the application of appropriate 
conditions where necessary. 

 
8.14 Appendix B of the NPPW states that in determining planning applications, waste planning 

authorities should consider the following factors: 
 

a. protection of water quality and resources and flood risk management 
b. land instability 
c. landscape and visual impacts 
d. nature conservation 
e. conserving the historic environment 
f. traffic and access 
g. air emissions, including dust  
h. odours 
i. vermin and birds 
j. noise, light and vibration 
k. litter 
l. potential land use conflict 

 
Where relevant to the current proposal, these matters are covered later in this report. 

 
 The development plan 
 
8.15 The following policies of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local 

Plan (July 2021) (MWLP) are considered to be relevant to this proposal. 
  

 Policy 1 Sustainable Development and Climate Change 
 Policy 3  Waste Management Needs 
 Policy 4 Providing for Waste Management 
 Policy 10 Waste Management Areas (WMAS) 
 Policy 16 Consultation Areas (CAS) 
 Policy 17 Design 
 Policy 18 Amenity Considerations 
 Policy 20 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
 Policy 21 The Historic Environment 
 Policy 22 Flood and Water Management 
 Policy 23 Traffic, Highways and Rights of Way 
  Policy 25 Aerodrome Safeguarding 
 Appendix 3 The Location and Design of Waste Management Facilities 
 

8.16 Relevant policies in Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 (May 2019) (HLP) 
  
 Policy LP2 Strategy for Development 
 Policy  LP5  Flood risk 
 Policy LP8 Key Service Centres 
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 Policy  LP10 The Countryside 
 Policy LP11 Design Context 
 Policy LP12 Design Implementation 
 Policy LP14 Amenity 
 Policy LP15 Surface Water 
 Policy LP16 Sustainable Travel 
 Policy LP17 Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
 Policy LP19 Rural Economy 
 Policy LP29 Health Impact Assessment 
 Policy LP30 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
 Policy LP31 Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows 
 Policy LP34 Heritage Assets and their Settings 
 Policy LP35 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 
 Policy LP36 Air Quality 
 Policy LP37 Ground contamination and groundwater pollution 
 
8.17  The following Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) are relevant: 
 
 Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD (July 2016); 
 Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape SPD (March 2022) 
 

 
9. Planning Considerations 
  
 Principle and location of the proposed development 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 85 and 88   
     MWLP policies 1, 3, 4, & 16 
     HLP policies LP2, LP8, LP10, LP19 & LP35 
 
9.1 The purpose of the proposed development is to use the non-recyclable fraction of 

non-hazardous waste to generate electricity. The principle of recovering energy 
from waste would contribute towards addressing climate change and is supported 
by national and development planning policies. HLP policy LP35 supports 
renewable or low carbon (non-wind) energy generating schemes provided “all 
potential adverse impacts including cumulative impacts are or can be made 
acceptable”. Energy from waste (EfW) is a type of recovery which is below 
prevention, preparing for re-use and recycling but above disposal in the waste 
hierarchy as shown in Appendix A of the NPPW. As set out in paragraph 8.3 above, 
the Government expects EfW to contribute to meeting the UK’s energy needs. It is 
considered that the proposed development insofar as it is treating waste that would 
otherwise be disposed of by landfill, would be consistent with the Government’s 
position on EfW and the policy aims of the NPPF in promoting sustainable 
development and the generation of low carbon energy.  

 
9.2 NPPF paragraph 85 supports the investment in, expansion and adaptation of 

businesses and paragraph 88 states that “Planning policies and decisions should 
enable: a) the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural 
areas, both through the conversion of existing buildings and well-designed, new 
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buildings.” One of the strategies for development in HLP policy LP2 is to “Support a 
thriving rural economy”. 

 
9.3 MWLP Policy 1: Sustainable Development and Climate Change, states that 

“Mineral and waste management proposals will be assessed against the 
overarching principle of whether the proposal would play an active role in guiding 
development towards sustainable solutions.” The policy requires that an applicant 
should also set out how this will be achieved such as: 

 
 “(a) demonstrating how the location, design, site operation and transportation 

related to the development will help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (including 
through the adoption of emission reduction measures based on the principles of the 
energy hierarchy); and take into account any significant impacts on human health 
and wellbeing and on air quality;  

 (b) where relevant, setting out how the proposal will make use of renewable energy 
including opportunities for generating energy from waste for use beyond the site 
itself, and the use of decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy; …[(c) not 
relevant] 

 (d) for waste management proposals, (i) how the principles of the waste hierarchy 
have been considered and addressed; and (ii) broadly quantifying the reduction in 
carbon dioxide and other relevant greenhouse gases e.g. methane that should be 
achieved as part of the proposal, and how this will be monitored and addressed in 
future.”  

 
9.4 Location, transportation and the waste hierarchy are discussed later in this report. 

The development would generate low carbon energy (electricity) which would be 
used on the Site itself with the remainder exported to the grid for use off site. The 
office building would have solar panels giving a source of renewable energy. The 
applicant has provided a carbon assessment which gives the net carbon impact of 
the plant over its 20 year lifetime including the construction phase impact and after 
deducting the emissions offset from electricity generation with the net impact 
calculated to be 539,370 tCO2e. The emissions from sending the same waste to 
landfill are estimated by the applicant to be 541,557 tCO2e after deducting 
emissions offset by electricity generation from combustion of landfill gas. The 
estimated net saving from this proposal, compared to landfill, is very small. 
However, there are many uncertainties such as the biogenic composition of the 
waste and rate of landfill gas capture. The applicant’s methodology has been 
challenged by the CCC Economy and Climate team who consider that the benefit of 
emissions offset from electricity generation is likely to be smaller than claimed. 

 
9.5 MWLP Policy 1 criteria (e) to (i) relate to climate change resilience such as 

sustainable drainage and flood risk and will, where relevant, be addressed later in 
this report. The principle of the proposed development would be consistent with the 
broad policy aims of supporting low carbon energy generation. However, it is 
considered that the precise quantity of carbon benefits of the proposal should carry 
little weight because the broad policy support is dependent on the proposed 
development not having significant impacts on human health and well-being and air 
quality (amongst other things). These matters will be considered later in this report, 
as will whether carrying out the development would comply with planning policy in 
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respect of need and location and, if it does, whether any adverse impacts would be 
significant enough to outweigh the benefits of using waste to generate energy.  

 
 Waste Management Needs - MWLP Policy 3 
 
9.6 MWLP Policy 3 deals with the need for waste management and Policy 3 states that: 
 
 “The net capacity figures in the table above are not ceilings for recycling, treatment 

or recovery of waste. As such, proposals will, in principle (and provided they are in 
accordance with Policy 4: Providing for Waste Management), be supported if any of 
the following scenarios apply: 

 
 (a) it would assist in closing a gap identified in the table, provided such a gap has 

not already been demonstrably closed; or 
 (b) it would assist in closing a new gap identified in the future, with such 

identification to be set out in the annual monitoring of the Plan; or 
 (c) it moves waste capacity already identified in the above table up the waste 

hierarchy.” 
  
 Scenario (a) – a capacity gap 
 
9.7 Under the heading for the Treatment and energy recovery processes (AD, energy 

from waste and other physical /chemical treatment processes) in the table of waste 
management needs in Policy 3 there are forecasts for the amount of Mixed – 
Municipal, Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste arising in Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough: these are 226,000 tpa in 2021, rising to 416,000 tpa in 2036. The 
table looks at existing operational capacity (what waste management facilities are 
in place) and in 2021 the forecast was a capacity surplus of 124,000 tpa. By 2031 
the capacity gap would become 57,000 tpa and by 2036 80,000 tpa. Taking into 
account waste sites that have planning permission but are not operational, there 
would be a capacity surplus for the entire plan period (until 2036). The 
Peterborough Green Energy Ltd (PGEL) Energy from Waste scheme has been 
permitted but is not operational and therefore the applicant considers that MWLP 
Policy 3 scenario (a) is met because the 57,000 tpa and 80,000 tpa capacity gap 
would not be closed by that scheme. This is accepted because although PGEL 
received planning permission in 2009 and has been implemented to keep it ‘live,’ it 
now seems unlikely that it will be constructed.  

 
9.8 In February 2024 a Development Consent Order (DCO) for the Medworth Energy 

from Waste Combined Heat and Power Facility was granted for this facility in 
Wisbech which will have a throughput of 625,000 tpa residual non-hazardous 
waste. Requirement 29 of the DCO (similar to planning conditions) puts restrictions 
on the waste catchment area for the facility to ensure the proximity principle is 
applied. The Waste Area Plan for the DCO states that 17.5% (approx. 109,000 tpa) 
must be sourced from with 75 km of the facility, with 80% of the total (625,000tpa) 
waste from an area which includes all of the East of England, most of the East 
Midlands and some of the West Midlands. Thermeco’s proposal and the Medworth 
facility have overlapping market areas, and there is no restriction preventing 
Medworth obtaining their feedstock of waste from the same sources that Thermeco 
wishes to pursue. Medworth has both a larger catchment area than Thermeco 
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proposes but also a requirement to take 109,0000 tpa of waste from a similar 
catchment area as the proposed Thermeco facility.  

 
9.9 On the basis of the above, whether this proposal complies with scenario (a) 

depends on whether the capacity gap has demonstrably been closed. All the 
requirements of the Medworth DCO that are necessary for development to 
commence have been discharged and the developer, MVV Environment Ltd (MVV), 
has under the terms of the S106 agreement formally notified CCC that they 
anticipate commencing development during the week beginning 22 September 
2025. At the meeting of the Operator Liaison Group on 5 June 2025 MVV stated 
they anticipate that the facility will be fully operational by the middle of 2029 and 
that they had already contracted 50 – 60% of their waste supply. When assessing 
waste needs as part of the preparation of Local Plan, the likelihood of a facility 
coming online during the lifetime of the Plan and its capacity are taken into account. 
It is considered highly likely that the Medworth facility will be built and operational 
by 2029 and is likely to close the capacity gap by 2031 meaning the Thermeco 
facility cannot meet Scenario (a). 

 
9.10 Scenario (b) is not relevant. 
 
 Scenario (c) - moving waste up the waste hierarchy  
 
9.11 A proposal would meet scenario (c) if it moves waste capacity identified in the table 

up the waste hierarchy. The table in Policy 3 refers the scenario to capacity within 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough and the available tonnage of waste becomes 
relevant. It is necessary to consider how much of the waste the Thermeco facility 
could receive and if it would move up the waste hierarchy - for example a waste 
recycling facility moves waste further up the hierarchy than a waste recovery 
facility. 

  
9.12 Energy from waste is a form of recovery because the waste becomes fuel to 

generate electricity. The applicant states that the facility would treat waste that 
would otherwise be landfilled (disposal) so moves it up the waste hierarchy.  

 
9.13 The proposal is that all the 87,500 tpa feedstock for this facility would be obtained 

from the Woodford MRF which is limited by condition 20 of planning permission 
CCC/22/53/VAR to accepting waste from “the administrative areas of 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough or a 45 kilometre radius of the site, whichever is 
the greater”. To comply with Policy 3 scenario (c) waste from within the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough area that would otherwise be landfilled would 
need to be moved up the waste hierarchy. Waste from within the 45 km radius of 
the Woodford MRF but outside Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Plan Area that 
would otherwise be landfilled would not meet scenario (c).  

 
9.14 The applicant submitted a Waste Availability Report (WAR) which seeks to 

demonstrate that there is adequate waste available to fuel the facility. A market 
area of 45 km is identified, based on the catchment area of the Woodford MRF. The 
WAR is based on Environment Agency Waste Data Interrogator (WDI) 2022 (Waste 
Removed) data. The WDI is based on administrative areas, some of which fall 
partially within and partially outside the 45 km catchment area of the Woodford 
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MRF. The WAR concludes that 461,358 tonnes of suitable waste was sent to 
landfill from the administrative areas within their market area but it is unclear 
whether the report is based on the upper or lower tier authority areas (i.e. County or 
District Councils). In both cases the figures will be exaggerated because they 
include Bedford, North Northamptonshire, Norfolk, Lincolnshire and Suffolk which 
are beyond the 45 km limit. The WAR has not quantified the amount of waste 
arising from the catchment area, but from a much wider area of search. The WAR 
does not demonstrate that sufficient waste arises in the 45 km catchment area of 
Woodford MRF. However, based on the available data and the Table in Policy 3, 
the core argument that sufficient waste presently exists is justified, albeit not to the 
extent that that the applicant presents. 

 
9.15 The WAR also states that 640,000 tonnes of local authority (mainly municipal) 

waste was sent to landfill in 2022/23; this represents approximately 23% of the total 
waste managed by the authorities in the eastern region (from DEFRA Waste Data 
Flow). It is again unclear whether the report is based on the upper or lower tier 
authority areas and the WPA’s research suggests that the upper tier authority areas 
were used to arrive at the 640,000 tonnes figure. During 2020-21 Cambridgeshire 
sent 103,158 tonnes of waste to landfill and Peterborough sent 173 tonnes. More 
than half of the Eastern region’s total of 644,974 tonnes of waste to landfill in 2020-
21 was from Essex. The Government’s ‘Residual waste infrastructure capacity note’ 
(30 December 2024) identifies Cambridgeshire and Essex within a list of the 7 local 
authorities that sent more than 40% of their residual waste to landfill 2022-23 
(Essex 95% and Cambridgeshire 87%). 

 
9.16 To comply with MWLP Policy 3 scenario (c) the Thermeco facility would need to 

move waste arising that is accounted for in the table up the waste hierarchy by 
diverting it from landfill. Although, based on 2020-21 figures, there is likely to be 
around 103,000 tpa of waste which could potentially be used by Thermeco, and 
they would be competing with Medworth for the same waste in the same market. 
The proximity principle states that waste should be managed at one of the nearest 
facilities, and therefore the consideration of the sustainability of the distance that 
waste will travel, if both facilities are constructed, is a consideration.  

 
9.17 Thermeco have also submitted letters from Thalia Waste Management Ltd, 

Westbrook Waste Ltd and Woodford Recycling seeking to demonstrate the 
availability of a suitable type and quantity of waste.  

 
9.18 Thalia operates a waste recycling and landfill site at Waterbeach and other waste 

recycling sites within Cambridgeshire as well as sites in Milton Keynes (and 
elsewhere in the UK), processing approximately 800,000 tpa. Thalia state that if this 
proposal is approved “Thalia Waste Management has the potential to deliver a 
proportion of the residual waste required across our portfolio of waste management 
services. This would be in keeping with our strategy to eradicate the need to use 
landfill for disposing of waste materials, as well as seeking to move waste that we 
manage up the hierarchy from disposal to recovery.” 

 
9.19 Westbrook Waste have a contract with Thalia via their Cambridgeshire County 

Council management contract to dispose of their waste materials and state that 
they intend to supply 100% of the RDF feedstock required by the proposed 
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Thermeco facility. Although Westbrook Waste state that Thalia are landfilling 
300,000 tonnes of waste per annum that they have agreed to recycle at the 
Woodford Recycling’s site, CCC’s Head of Waste Management clarified that only 
120,000 tpa of ‘black bag’ waste is handled by Thalia, with most landfilled and a 
small amount going to an energy from waste plant in Bedfordshire. 

 
9.20 Woodford Recycling have stated their “ability and intention to supply 100% of the 

feedstock required” and the planning application was amended in September 2024 
to state that Thermeco would only source feedstock from Woodford Recycling. 
However, the letter also states that “Our operational permit and processing building 
will ensure that we can provide the majority of the required feedstock at our existing 
facility as per a supply contract to your thermal treatment plant.” This is not 
consistent with the statement that they will supply 100% of the feedstock. 
Woodford’s planning permission (CCC/22/053/VAR - Materials recycling facility, 
offices and ancillary development) allows them to process up to 160,000 tpa waste. 
According to the Environment Agency, WDI Woodford’s annual throughput since 
2019 has been between 20,000 and 30,000 tpa, of mostly inert C&D waste which is 
what would be expected from a skip business. Provided that Woodford’s operations 
comply with the conditions in planning permission CCC/22/053/VAR (including the 
waste catchment area) they would be able to accept residual non-hazardous waste 
and produce RDF.   

 
9.21 Supporting text in paragraph 3.41 of the MWLP states:   
  
 “However, the Plan’s indicative capacity needs do not form a ceiling; where justified 

and in line with the wider aims and policies of this plan the Councils would be 
supportive of opportunities for additional capacity to be approved for a range of 
waste management methods where this will drive waste up the waste management 
hierarchy”. 

 
 This suggests that the provision of excess recycling and recovery capacity may be 

supported if it is justified and be in line with the wider aims of the MWLP. Paragraph 
3.42 states  

 
 “...Government policy focuses the proximity principle more towards the disposal of 

waste and recovery of mixed municipal waste. For these, and other waste types, 
the intention is for the Plan to include the preference for waste development to 
support sustainable waste management principles, including the proximity principle. 
This also links through to supporting sustainable transport movements.” 

 
9.22 As set out above, the Medworth EfW facility is very likely to begin construction this 

year and, once operational, would close the capacity gap for the treatment and 
energy recovery from waste by 2031. The Thermeco facility would provide 
additional and possibly excess recovery capacity and, because of catchment area 
restrictions, would be competing with Medworth for Cambridgeshire’s waste that 
would otherwise go to landfill.  

 
9.23 If there is excess capacity in the Plan area, this would result in either:  
 i) unused capacity (more likely where there is a lack of suitable material for 

recycling); or 
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 ii) importation of waste from outside the Plan area (more likely in the case where 
there is waste material available elsewhere).  

 
9.24 Excess capacity runs counter the proximity principle. If the Thermeco facility could 

source material from within its (the Woodford MRF’s) catchment area then it would 
move waste that would otherwise be landfilled up the waste hierarchy. It would also 
have the net effect of displacing the capacity of the Medworth facility, which would 
need to source waste from further afield. In the event that the Thermeco facility 
couldn’t source all feedstock from with its catchment area the facility could not 
operate as proposed i.e. sourcing all its feedstock from the Woodford MRF. 

 
 Conclusions on MWLP Policy 3 
 
9.25 In principle, the proposed development would move waste that would otherwise be 

landfilled, up the waste hierarchy and make a contribution to the generation of 
renewable energy. If permission is granted, the proposed facility would provide 
capacity to recover waste that would otherwise go to landfill by providing an 
alternative form of capacity that is higher in the waste hierarchy. 

 
9.26 However, it is considered that the Medworth facility is likely to close the capacity 

gap for Treatment and energy recovery processes (Mixed – Municipal, Commercial 
and Industrial (C&I) identified in MWLP Policy 3 by 2031. For the reasons given in 
paragraphs 9.8 and 9.9 above it is considered that the proposed development 
would not meet MWLP Policy 3 scenario (a). The Woodford MRF may only accept 
waste from within the administrative areas of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough or 
a 45 kilometre radius of the site, limiting the potential sources of waste from which 
to create RDF for the proposed Thermeco facility. If the Thermeco facility were to 
be developed as well as Medworth, it is considered that there is likely to result in 
over-provision of energy recovery capacity in Cambridgeshire.   

 
9.27 Scenario (c) requires that a proposal “moves waste capacity already identified in 

the above table up the waste hierarchy.” For the reasons given in paragraph 9.13 
above, only waste that would otherwise be landfilled and sourced from within 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough would meet scenario (c). As set out in 
paragraphs 9.19 – 9.20 there is uncertainty about the availability and security of 
supply of suitable feedstock for the proposed facility. Consequently, scenario c) 
cannot, with certainty, be met.    

 
9.28 For the reasons given above it is also considered that the proposed facility would 

either: be unable to compete with Medworth for suitable waste from within their 
common catchment area and be unable to function as proposed; or 

 be able to secure all its waste from within the catchment area resulting in Medworth 
needing to source waste from further afield which would be contrary to the proximity 
principle. 

 
9.29 Compliance with Policy 3 is also dependent on the proposal being in accordance 

with Policy 4 which will be addressed in the later section in the report. In 
conclusion, and irrespective of compliance or not with Policy 4, it is considered that 
the proposed development does not accord with MWLP Policy 3. However, if the 
Planning Committee does not agree with officers’ analysis and conclusion and 

Page 39 of 118



   

 

 
 

decide that that either scenario (a) or scenario (c) applies, then it would be 
necessary to fully assess the proposed development against Policy 4. 

 
  
 Development in the countryside  
 
9.30 This section of the report considers the location of the Site in the context of the HLP 

which is also relevant to the consideration of the proposal under part of MWLP 
Policy 4, which will be covered later in the report. Paragraphs 4.80 to 4.85 of the 
HLP discuss what are considered to be built-up areas for the purposes of the 
application of policies LP7, LP8, LP9 and LP10. Warboys is defined as a Key 
Service Centre and policy LP8: Key Service Centres states: 

 
 “Development Proposals within the Built-up Area  
 A proposal for development on a site which is additional to those allocated in this 

plan will be supported where it is located within a built-up area of a Key Service 
Centre.  

 Development Proposals on Land well-related to the Built-up Area  
 A proposal for development on land well-related to the built-up area may be 

supported where it accords with the specific opportunities allowed for through other 
policies of this plan.” 

 
9.31 The Site is neither within the built-up area of Warboys nor well-related to it. There is 

a clear separation between the houses on Coronation Avenue which form the 
northern edge of the village and the Site. Furthermore, the village has been 
developed on the plateau at around 30 metres AOD whereas the Site is located 
close to the foot of the restored landfill site on the Fen edge at approximately 8 
metres AOD creating a clear separation of the village and the farmland to the north. 
It is considered therefore that the Site in planning policy terms is in the countryside 
and that HLP policy LP10 is relevant.  

 
9.32 HLP policy LP10: The Countryside states that “Development in the countryside will 

be restricted to the limited and specific opportunities as provided for in other 
policies of this plan” which will be discussed later in this report. A key ‘other policy’ 
is HLP policy LP19: Rural Economy which has two limbs that relate to the 
expansion of existing businesses. The first supports the expansion of established 
businesses within their existing operational sites and the second supports the 
expansion of established industrial or rural businesses on land outside of their 
existing operational site in the open countryside where four criteria are met. The 
current proposal falls mostly within the area that has planning permission for waste 
management, with a small part outside. 

 
9.33 This section of the report is to establish the status of the Site in the context of HLP 

policy LP19: Rural Economy. Most of the Site is identified on the MWLP Policies 
Map as a Waste Management Area (WMA) shown hatched in black on the extract 
from the MWLP in Figure 1 below. WMAs identify existing or committed waste 
management facilities that make a significant contribution to managing any waste 
stream and for that reason are protected from being compromised by inappropriate 
non-waste development by MWLP Policy 16. The Consultation Area (CA) referred 
to in condition 16 is defined by the green line with triangles on the plan below. 
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 Figure 1 
 
9.34 The WMA reflects approximately 5 hectares of land to which planning permission 

CCC/22/053/VAR, the Woodford MRF, relates. It includes the operational area 
which comprises the building, the adjacent yards and access road and the office 
building and car park which together cover approximately 2 hectares. The 
remainder is subject to a landscape plan referred to in condition 5 of planning 
permission CCC/22/053/VAR. The Thermeco application area is, except part of the 
shared access road, outside the operational area of the Woodford MRF on land that 
is shown on the landscape plan as being planted with trees and shrubs and 
grassed areas with ponds. Although Thermeco would be new to the district and to 
the Warboys waste management site, HDC considers that the proposal would be  
the expansion of an existing business outside of its existing operational site. The 
second limb of HLP Policy LP19 is therefore relevant and it requires four criteria to 
be met. HLP Policy LP19 (e) requires opportunities for the reuse of existing 
buildings to be explored and replacement or new build only where no suitable reuse 
opportunities are available. There are no opportunities to reuse buildings on the 
site. 

 
9.35 HLP Policy LP19 (f) requires proposals to make more efficient use of land within the 

existing site boundary unless it is not suitable for the proposed use. There would 
not be sufficient land within the operational area of the MRF to accommodate the 
proposed development. HLP Policy LP19 (g) requires development outside an 
existing operational site to avoid the irreversible loss of the best and most versatile 
agricultural land (Grade 1 to 3a) particularly Grade 1 where possible, and to use 
land of lower in preference to land of higher agricultural value. HLP policy LP10 (a) 
and MWLP Policy 24 (Sustainable use of Soils) have similar aims. The Site has not 
been in agricultural use for many years being part of the railway line and station in 
the late nineteenth century and subsequently the brickworks. More recently part of 
it has been great crested newt compensation habitat. No agricultural land would be 
lost as a result of the proposed development.  

 
9.36 HLP policy LP19 (h) requires the scale, character and siting of the proposal not to 

have a detrimental impact on its immediate surroundings and the wider landscape. 
HLP policy LP10 requires that development in the countryside must recognise the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. This is discussed in detail in 
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section 10 of this report where it is concluded that the proposed development, in 
particular the new buildings and stack, would not  be sympathetic to the landscape 
and would have an adverse visual impact. For this reason, it is considered that the 
proposed development would not comply with all criteria of the second limb of HLP 
policy LP19. Policy LP10 requires development in the countryside not to give rise to 
noise, odour or obtrusive light or other impacts that would adversely affect the use 
and enjoyment of the countryside by others. These matters are discussed in detail 
later in this report where it is concluded that adverse impacts could be mitigated. 

  
9.37 The support in principle for renewable and low carbon energy generation schemes 

in HLP policy LP35: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy is qualified by the need for 
it to be demonstrated that all potential adverse impacts are or can be made 
acceptable. The next sections of this report will consider the proposed development 
in the context of the wider policies of the development plan and the other relevant 
locational criteria in the NPPW Appendix B will be addressed.  

 
 Providing for Waste Management – MWLP Policy 4 
 
9.38 MWLP Policy 4 sets out a broad spatial strategy for the location of new waste 

management development and states that:  
 
 “In line with Objective 2 of this Plan, the Councils aim to actively encourage and will 

in principle support the sustainable management of waste, which includes 
encouraging waste to move as far up the waste hierarchy as possible, whilst also 
ensuring net self-sufficiency over the Plan area. In order to ensure this aim can be 
met, waste management proposals must demonstrably contribute towards 
sustainable waste management by moving waste up the waste hierarchy; and 
proposals for disposal must demonstrate that the waste has been pre-treated and 
cannot practically be recycled. Proposals which do not comply with this strategy for 
waste management development must also demonstrate the quantitative need for 
the development.” 

 
9.39 Policy 4 goes on to state that: 
   
 “Unless otherwise supported by policy provision under one of the sub- headings in 

the second half of this Policy, the locational strategy of this Plan is that new or 
extended waste management facilities should be located within the settlement 
boundary* of the existing or planned main urban areas of: Cambourne, Cambridge, 
Chatteris, Ely, Huntingdon, Littleport, March, Northstowe, Peterborough, Ramsey, 
Soham, St. Ives, St. Neots, Waterbeach New Town, Whittlesey or Wisbech” 

 
 “*a ‘settlement boundary’ is that which is defined on the relevant Policies Map for 

the area (e.g. a village envelope or urban area boundary). If no such boundary is 
identified on the Policies Map, it will constitute the edge of the built form of the 
settlement, or should an edge be defined in words (rather than map form) in a Local 
or Neighbourhood Plan, then that definition will be used in that local area.” 

 
9.40 The Site is not in one of the main urban areas listed in MWLP Policy 4. As set out in 

paragraph 9.31 above the Site is outside any settlement which would under the 
HLP definition be a ‘built up area’ and in planning policy terms is a countryside 
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location. Having failed to meet the first part of Policy 4, the proposal needs to be 
assessed against any relevant subheadings in the second part. Of relevance are 
Waste Management Facilities – Rural Areas and Waste Management Facilities – 
Colocation which will be addressed in turn. 

  “Waste Management Facilities – Rural Areas:  
 Only waste management facilities which are located on a farm holding, and where 

the proposal is to facilitate agricultural waste recycling or recovery (the majority of 
which is generated by that farm holding) will, in principle, be supported. Outdoor 
composting proposals which require the importation of waste material will be 
determined in accordance with wider policies of the Development Plan.” 

 
 The current proposal would not comply with that part of Policy 4.  
 
 Co-location  
 
9.41 Co-location is introduced in supporting text paragraph 3.49 which states:  
 
 “The benefits of co-location of waste management facilities is also acknowledged 

by the Councils, particularly where facilities can show why co-location would be 
beneficial or can complement existing waste streams e.g. where outputs of one 
recycling waste stream can benefit further recycling or recovery from waste that is 
already taken to the original waste site or where the synergies of the operations can 
be understood and justified; which is why a locational criteria based assessment is 
not required in such instances by the second half of Policy 4. For the avoidance of 
doubt, such benefits will need to be considered on a case-by-case basis, and the 
policy should not be read as a blanket approval for further waste management 
extensions or new sites or facilities, just because a waste site already exists in the 
area.” 

 
9.42 Policy 4 states: 
 
 “Waste Management Facilities – Co-location 
 Opportunities to co-locate waste management facilities together, or with 

complementary activities, as explained within the supporting text for this policy will, 
in principle, be supported, particularly where relating to:  

 • employment sites; 
 • industrial estates; 
 • mineral extraction and processing sites (for temporary proposals for aggregate 

and/or inert recycling facilities associated with extraction and processing and, 
where benefits are demonstrated, to the restoration of a mineral site); or  

 • integrated waste management development that has specific links to the existing 
waste management operations already taking place on a site.  

 
 Proposals for co-location will not be supported if the benefits do not outweigh the 

harm when assessed against the wider policies of the Development Plan.” 
 
9.43 The following tests have been drawn up to assist in assessing the proposal against 

the principles of co-location which are in MWLP supporting text 3.49 and set out in 
paragraph 9.41 above.  
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 1. Is the proposal co-located with a waste management development that has 
specific links to a permitted waste management facility at the site? (i.e. located on 
the same site) 

 2. Is there a clear link and / or interdependence between the facilities? 
 3. Is benefit being offered by co-location in this instance? (What is this benefit and 

how closely is it linked to existing operations?) 
 4. Do the benefits offered by co-location outweigh the harm (considering all other 

policies of the development plan) that the proposal will cause? 
 
 Test 1 – Physical co-location  
 
9.44 As set out in paragraph 9.38 above, most of the proposed development would take 

place within the area covered by the planning permission for the Woodford MRF, 
which is an existing permanent waste management site, and would be physically 
adjacent to the MRF.  

 
 Test 2 – Link and interdependence between facilities 
 
9.45 Integrated waste management development is not explicitly defined in the MWLP 

but the term implies that a minimum of two processes are already being undertaken 
at the existing site or that a new facility would be integrated with the existing facility. 
Examples of co-location are where the proposed development would treat an 
existing green waste stream in a different way – dry anaerobic digestion instead of 
composting or processing a new waste stream to generate energy that would be 
used to power the other waste operations. These could be considered to be good 
examples of co-location because the new facilities were linked to the existing waste 
stream and/or were interdependent. 

 
9.46 In applying the test of “integrated waste management development” it is necessary 

to understand the existing facility. The Woodford operation is currently a skip 
business run from a site which has planning permission to sort and process mixed 
waste for recycling or disposal off site. There could be some benefit for the MRF, in 
the form of an outlet for some of its current waste stream, but as stated in 
paragraph 9.20 above, little of the current skip waste would be suitable to create 
RDF; for the years 2019 to 2023 the site received between 800 and 1,800 tonnes of 
household, industrial and commercial waste which would be potentially suitable for 
RDF (source EA WDI). The link would be to a very small part of the existing waste 
management operation. 

 
9.47 In order to supply the Thermeco facility with 87,500 tpa of RDF the Woodford MRF 

would need to accept and process 90,000 tpa of residual waste. In terms of the 
permitted annual throughput limit of 160,000 tpa this could be done alongside the 
skip waste business. New plant would need to be installed to process the new 
waste stream. The agreement between Woodford and the applicant, Thermeco, is a 
material consideration. Woodford have stated their “ability and intention to supply 
100% of the feedstock required” but the applicant “reserves the right to source 
material directly if there is a break in supply for whatever reason.” Woodford could 
under the terms of its existing planning permission produce RDF for any EfW plant 
but according to Thermeco’s planning application does not do so because there is 
no outlet for it close enough to the site. The proposed EfW plant could, if the supply 
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from the Woodford MRF is unavailable, and in the absence of a restrictive planning 
condition, operate with RDF from any source.   

 
9.48 It is considered that unlike the other co-located proposals where the new waste 

facilities would be under the control of the existing site operator and would be inter-
related such that they could not operate effectively in isolation, the Thermeco 
proposal demonstrates very limited benefits of co-location which would be lost 
entirely should the agreement with Woodford break down. As set out in paragraphs 
9.17 – 9.19 above, Thermeco are placing weight on Westbrook Waste obtaining 
CCC waste from Thalia and it being processed by Woodford. It is unlikely that this 
supply chain, which is dependent on 4 companies, could be within the scope of a 
S106 planning obligation.  

 
 Test 3 – Is benefit being offered by co-location?  
 
9.49 The Thermeco proposal does not include the infrastructure for processing residual 

waste into RDF so needs to obtain it ready-processed from elsewhere. The 
Thermeco plant would be capable of using the appropriate specification of RDF 
from any source. The co-location benefit being offered is that the Thermeco plant 
would receive its feedstock from the adjacent Woodford MRF and not directly from 
a remote source of RDF thereby reducing transport miles. However, should the 
Woodford MRF not be willing or able to provide the Thermeco facility with the 
required RDF, this benefit would not be realised. In the worst case scenario it can 
be presumed that the facility itself would still operate but with RDF that had been 
processed and brought to the Site from elsewhere. If the Thermeco facility was not 
constructed the RDF it would have used would go to other facilities.  

 
 Test 4 – Do the benefits offered by co-location outweigh the harm? 
 
9.50 This requires other aspects and potential impacts of the development to be 

assessed against the relevant policies before being attributed weight in the overall 
planning balance. This is covered in the overall conclusion section of this report.  

  
 Other locational factors 
 
9.51 The applicant has put forward two arguments that in their view support the 

development on the Site which will be addressed in turn.   
  
 i)   no other sites are available; and 
 ii)  the Site is an existing waste management site. 
  
 Site availability 
 
9.52 The applicant has submitted an Alternative Site Assessment (Leivers Consultancy 

Ltd 28 May 2024) (the ASA) which followed a Site Search Assessment covering the 
whole of the UK undertaken by Avison Young which used 7 criteria including 
location in relation to the feedstock market and the planning status of the Site. The 
ASA is intended to address the requirements of MWLP Policy 4 and applied 
additional site-specific criteria to alternatives to the Site. These documents are 
available on the public access area of our planning webpages. 
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 Policy 4 states that:  
 
 “Where the proposed use and operations are potentially suitable within an urban 

setting (with suitability predominantly determined by applying policies in the 
Development Plan), then proposals should first consider the use of either: 

 (a) employment areas (as identified in the Development Plan as being suitable for 
industrial and storage or distribution type uses) within the settlement boundary of 
the above identified urban areas; or 

 (b) any ‘strategic’ employment areas over 10ha (as identified in the Development 
Plan as being suitable for industrial and storage or distribution type uses), which 
might not necessarily be located at one of the above identified urban areas. 

  
 Where such sites are demonstrated not to be available or suitable, using a 

proportionate amount of evidence, then support will be given, in principle, to 
locating facilities on other suitable sites within the urban areas identified above; or 
on the edge of them where it is demonstrated that the development is compatible 
with surrounding uses (including the physical size and throughput of the proposed 
development); and where there is a relationship with the settlement by virtue of 
landscape, design of the facility, and highway access. In applying these provisions, 
proposals should prioritise, and substantial weight will be given to, the use of 
suitable brownfield land within the above identified urban areas.” 

 
9.53 The ASA included search criteria beyond those referred to in Policy 4 and set out in 

the paragraph above so little weight can be placed on it.  
 
 Existing waste management site 
 
9.54 MWLP supporting text paragraph 3.46 introduces the potential for new waste 

management facilities on existing waste management sites: 
  
 “Whilst new waste management sites and facilities will be directed to the main 

settlements that exist in the plan area through the locational criteria of Policy 4, the 
Councils acknowledge that there may be instances where waste management sites 
or facilities that already exist outside of these main settlements may be appropriate 
for either: 

 • temporary recycling opportunities e.g. landfill sites where additional facilities linked 
to the life of the temporary permission could help push waste up the hierarchy; or 

 • alternative or additional waste management facilities within the planning 
permission boundary of existing permanent waste sites. 

  
 In such instances, when considering the locational criteria based assessment the  

Councils will, in principle, support the use of an existing waste site for new waste 
management facilities. However, the consideration and support in principle to such 
uses, including temporary uses linked to the life of an existing waste site, should 
not be taken as support for permanent facilities, or for an intensification of a site 
where the benefits do not outweigh the harm when assessed against the wider 
policies of the Development Plan.” 
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9.55 MWLP Policy 4 states:  
 
 “New waste management proposals that are unable to demonstrate benefits of co-

location under part 2 of this policy, that are within the planning permission boundary 
of existing waste management sites (i.e. where extensions to the site area is not 
required) that already operate outside of the main settlements identified in the 
locational criteria above will, in principle, be supported. Each case will be 
considered on its own merits and will be assessed against all the policies within the 
Development Plan.” 

 
9.56 The Woodford MRF is a permanent waste management site. Most of the Thermeco 

application area is within the area covered by the MRF’s planning permission 
CCC/22/053/VAR, shown outlined in blue on Figure 2 below. A relatively small part 
(11.3%) along the boundary with the Fen and shown in green is not so this part of 
MWLP Policy 4 is not met.  

 

  
  Figure 2 (from Application drawing no. D6628-IE-0003 Rev A3) 
 
9.57 The conclusion to the second paragraph of Policy 4 states that: “Proposals which 

do not comply with this spatial strategy for waste management development must 
also demonstrate the quantitative need for the development.” The spatial strategy is 
Policy 4 and this requirement effectively is a broader version of Policy 3 scenarios 
(a) – (c). The requirement to demonstrate quantitative need is an additional 
requirement in scenarios where a proposal does not comply with Policy 4. A 
demonstration of need does not change the development not being supported by 
Policy 4, i.e. not being in accordance with the spatial strategy. 

 
 MWLP Policy 4 conclusion 
 
9.58 The Site is not in within the settlement boundary of a main urban area and in 

planning policy terms is in the countryside. The proposal does not meet the criteria 
for waste management development in rural areas and could not take place entirely 
within the planning permission boundary of the existing waste management site. 
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Taking into account the analysis against the 4 tests set out in paragraphs 9.44 to 
9.49 above it is considered that the proposal would present only small and insecure 
benefits of co-location. As stated in paragraph 9.50 above, these limited benefits 
need to be weighed against the wider policies of the development plan so it is not 
possible to come to a conclusion on MWLP Policy 4 in isolation. 

 

 
10. Landscape character and visual impact 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 135 and 187 
     MWLP Policy 17 and Appendix 3 
     HLP policies  LP10, LP11, LP12, LP19, LP31 & LP35 
 
10.1 NPPF paragraph 135(c) states that “Planning policies and decisions should ensure 

that developments: 
 a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short 

term but over the lifetime of the development; 
 b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and 

effective landscaping; 
 c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built 

environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities); 

 d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, 
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive 
places to live, work and visit;  

 e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate 
amount and mix of development (including green and other public space) and 
support local facilities and transport networks; and  

 f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health 
and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users; and 
where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life 
or community cohesion and resilience.” 

 
10.2 NPPF paragraph 187 states that: 
 
 “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 

local environment by: 
 a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 

value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 
quality in the development plan; 

 b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 
benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, of trees and 
woodland; …” 

 
10.3 MWLP Policy 17 requires waste development to amongst other things, “be 

sympathetic to the local character, history, including the surrounding building and 
landscape setting, while not discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such 
as increased densities) and to “provide a landscape enhancement scheme which 
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takes account of any relevant landscape character assessments (including any 
historic landscape characterisation) and which demonstrates that the proposed 
development can be assimilated into its surroundings and local landscape 
character”.  

 
10.4 HLP policy LP10 states that “All development in the countryside must:… 
 b. recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside;” HLP policy 

LP11: Design Context states that: 
 
 “A proposal will be supported where it is demonstrated that it responds positively to 

its context and has drawn inspiration from the key characteristics of its 
surroundings, including natural, historic and built environment, to help create 
distinctive, high quality and well designed places. In order to achieve this a 
proposal will need to have applied the guidance contained in the Huntingdonshire 
Design Guide SPD (2017), the Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape 
Assessment SPD (2007) or successor documents and applicable conservation area 
character statements. A proposal should also have had regard to relevant advice or 
guidance that promotes high quality design, details the quality or character of the 
area or describes how the area should develop in the future.” 

 
10.5 HLP policy LP12 states that a proposal will be supported where it “a. contributes 

positively to the area’s character and identity; b. successfully integrates with 
adjoining buildings, the routes and spaces between buildings, topography and 
landscape.” HLP policy LP19 states that “A proposal for the expansion of an 
established industrial or rural business on land outside of its existing operational 
site in the open countryside will be supported where it is demonstrated that: …h. 
the scale, character and siting of the proposal will not have a detrimental impact on 
its immediate surroundings and the wider landscape.” HLP policy LP35 states that 
“A proposal for a renewable or low carbon energy generating scheme, other than 
wind energy, will be supported where it is demonstrated that all potential adverse 
impacts including cumulative impacts are or can be made acceptable.” Supporting 
paragraph 8.52 states that landscape is one of the potential adverse impacts that 
should be taken into consideration.  

 
10.6 HLP policy LP31 seeks to protect trees and hedges and that:  
 “Where loss, threat or damage cannot be fully addressed through minimisation and/ 

or mitigation measures the proposal may be supported if alternative measures such 
as reinstatement of features, additional landscaping, habitat creation or tree 
planting will compensate for the harm and can be implemented and established 
before development starts.” 

 
10.7 The proposed development includes the erection of a 20 metre high boiler building 

with a 44 metre high stack and other buildings and infrastructure between 10 and 
14 metres high. Under the right atmospheric conditions, a white plume can be 
created from hot, wet exhaust gases being cooled to ambient temperature, resulting 
in condensation of the water vapour within that exhaust gas. A plume could 
increase the visibility of the proposed development. Landscape and visual impact 
are included in the Environmental Impact Assessment. The application was 
accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (DSA Environment & 
Design, Rev B January 2023) (the LVIA). Owing to a lack of capacity within 
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Huntingdonshire District Council’s landscape team when the planning application 
was first submitted, the WPA sought advice from an independent consultant, 
Greater Cambridge Shared Planning, on landscape and visual impact. In response 
to the council’s landscape consultant’s comments (31 March 2023) which informed 
the WPA’s formal request for further information dated 12 May 2024 the LVIA was 
revised (Rev D May 2024). The LVIA was revised again (Rev F April 2025) to take 
into account the reduction in the height of the boiler building and the more detailed 
assessment of likely plume visibility undertaken by Stopford is summarised in 
paragraph 9.6.1 of the ES (Rev A3 19/05/2025). The 2024 and 2025 information 
was assessed by Huntingdonshire District Council’s landscape officer, taking into 
account the consultant’s original comments. 

 
 Landscape character 
 
10.8 Landscape character may be defined as a distinct and recognisable pattern of 

elements, or characteristics, in the landscape that make one landscape different 
from another. The Site is not within an area designated for its landscape value i.e. a 
National Park or National Landscape (formerly known as an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty). It is at the northeastern-most edge of Natural England’s National 
Character Area 88 (NCA) Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire Claylands, a gently 
undulating lowland plateau divided by shallow river valleys that gradually widen as 
they approach The Fens NCA in the east. At a district level in the Huntingdonshire 
Landscape and Townscape SPD (March 2022) the Site is within a relatively narrow 
band of Fen Margin between the Central Claylands and The Fens Landscape 
Character Area (LCA).  

 
10.9 The Site lies at approximately 8 metres AOD, approximately 2 metres below the 

yard serving the adjacent MRF. It is situated between the flat Fen farmland to the 
northeast which generally lies at around 0 metres AOD and the restored landfill site 
to the southwest. The Fens are characterised by rectilinear fields, often separated 
by ditches rather than hedges with isolated farmsteads and relatively large modern 
agricultural buildings. A noticeable feature in the flat landscape is the Red Tile wind 
farm (12 turbines, blade tip height 100 metres) approximately 3.5 km to the 
northeast of the Site. The landfill rises generally from north to south with two ‘high 
points’. The western and central section for the most part rises to 24 metres AOD 
with a small area at around 25 metres AOD. The high point east of centre and due 
south of the MRF building rises to approximately 32 metres AOD. The southern 
edge of the landfill site drops steeply to where it meets the boundary with the 
adjacent field at 23 – 24 metres AOD. The field is part of a plateau of farmland 
extending to the village of Warboys at around 25 metres AOD.  

 
10.10 The revised LVIA that was submitted expanded the sections on the study area and 

on local landscape character. The 4 km study area based on a Zone of Theoretical 
Visibility was assessed as having medium sensitivity and slight overall effects at 
both the construction and operational phases. The landscape sensitivity of the Fen 
Margin LCA was re-evaluated to having a high to medium instead of medium 
sensitivity and the overall effects of the development at both the construction and 
operational phases being moderate/slight adverse instead of slight adverse, 
becoming negligible over time with landscape mitigation and management. The 
Fens and Central Claylands LCAs were assessed as having medium sensitivity and 
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negligible overall effects. The landscape fabric of the Site itself was assessed as 
having medium sensitivity, moderate adverse overall effects during the construction 
phase and slight adverse overall effects at the operational phase.  

 
10.11 The LVIA considers the cumulative effects of the proposed development with other 

future development (residential development at Station Road, Warboys – 
application subsequently withdrawn; two 21.5 metre blade tip wind turbines to the 
south of Fenside Road - approved; and changes to Fenside Caravan Park – appeal 
in progress). It concludes that these would be physically separated from the Site 
and are not of a sufficient size to have any significant impact on the key 
characteristics of the local landscape character. 

 
10.12 The council’s landscape consultant (31 March 2023) considered that overall, the 

landscape effects were understated in the original LVIA, in particular that the 
magnitude of the operational effects of the Fen Margin would be high with little 
opportunity to introduce more meaningful, characteristic mitigation. The applicant 
recognises this on page 2 of the revised LVIA “There is little space on site for 
effective landscape intervention through planting except for a thin margin along the 
northeastern edge of the site.” It is unclear how the moderate/slight adverse 
landscape impacts would become a negligible effect in time. It is also considered 
that the magnitude of the effects on the Site itself would be high as it would largely 
be cleared of its existing features and vegetation. Again, with little scope for 
meaningful mitigation, it is not clear how the magnitude of effects would reduce to 
slight during the operational phase.  

 
10.13 The LVIA conclusion on landscape effects is that there would be no significant 

impacts on landscape character from the proposed development. It evaluates that 
the study area and landscape fabric of the Site itself would experience a moderate 
adverse impact at first, reducing to slight adverse impact with the establishment of 
the woodland and hedgerow planting along the northern boundary and woodland 
blocks to the south and that the Fen Margin would experience a moderate / slight 
adverse impact.  

 
10.14 The applicant acknowledges at paragraph 9.2.2 of the LVIA that “The proposals will 

introduce a large industrial unit into an agricultural and semi industrial landscape. 
Taller infrastructure, including electricity pylons and wind turbines, are present 
locally.” The proposed development is not characteristic of the scale found in this 
landscape, particularly the boiler building and stack, and there is little capacity on 
the Site to provide mitigating features that would be typical of this landscape. The 
proposed development responds poorly to the scale of the host landscape, the Site 
is a poor location for the proposed development due to the sensitivity of the host 
landscape to intrusive structures, and the lack of opportunity for any meaningful 
mitigation suggests over-development of the Site. 

 
10.15 The Site is not within an area designated for its landscape value, but it is 

recognised that nevertheless the countryside around the Site is valued by its 
residents and by visitors as shown by individuals whose response raised concerns 
about the impact of elements of the proposed development on the countryside. The 
proposed development does not comply with:  
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 i) MWLP Policy 17 (f) and NPPF paragraph 135 c) because it would not be 
sympathetic to the landscape setting; 

 ii) HLP policy LP10 b. and NPPF paragraph 187 b) because it does not recognise 
the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside;  

 iii) HLP policy LP11 because it does not respond positively to its context;  
 iv) HLP policy LP12 a. because it would not contribute positively to the area’s 

character and identity or b. because it would not successfully integrate with  
topography and landscape; 

 v)  HLP policy 19 h. because its scale, character and siting would have a 
detrimental impact on its immediate surroundings and the wider landscape; and 

 vi) HLP policy LP35 because not all adverse impacts can be made acceptable. 
   
 Visual impact  
 
10.16 Visual impacts are the aesthetic changes during or as a result of development that 

are seen by receptors at identified viewpoints. Adverse visual impacts may, but do 
not always, affect the broader character of the host landscape. For example, a new 
barn on a farm may have an adverse visual impact when viewed from a public 
footpath but not change the overall character of the landscape as being agricultural.  

 
10.17 In response to the council’s landscape consultant’s comments (31 March 2023) 

some elements of the proposal were redesigned to allow for additional planting to 
provide screening. The boiler building would have an approximately 10% smaller 
footprint but be the same height of 25 metres to the ridge. This would allow a 3 
metre high bund to be constructed between the boiler building and northeast 
boundary of the Site. In May 2025 the proposal was amended again, reducing the 
height of the boiler building from 25 metres to 20 metres. Some of the images from 
the LVIA have been reproduced in this report but some clarity has been lost. It is 
recommended that they are viewed in their original form using this link to the CCC 
website: Application documents (published 28 May 2025).  

 
10.18 The applicant’s LVIA had a study area of a radius of 4 kilometres from the Site 

within which the visibility of the proposed development was assessed. Appendix E 
of the LVIA shows locations where various elements of the proposed development 
would theoretically be seen from i.e. not taking account of vegetation or buildings. 
Most of the proposed buildings (and the boiler building and the stack) would 
theoretically be visible from the Fens to the northwest, north and northeast of the 
Site and towards Pidley in the southeast. The 20 metre high boiler building (and the 
stack) would theoretically be visible from Warboys village and south of the village, 
from land southwest of Warboys Wood and from Pidley Fen to the southeast 
towards Somersham but from less extensive areas than a 25 metre high building. 
From approximately the line of the A141 across Pidley Fen, locations between 
Warboys and Wistow, locations beyond Warboys and Wistow and from Bury only 
the stack would theoretically be visible.  

 
10.19 The applicant has used atmospheric dispersion modelling system (ADMS) to model 

plume visibility above the residential receptors identified in the Air Quality 
Assessment. Based on an exhaust water content of 7 % volume and using five 
years of annual meteorological data (2017 - 2021), the modelling showed that there 
would be a visible plume for two 1-hour periods over the 5 years modelled. Using 
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Environment Agency significance criteria on plume visibility, the impact is deemed 
low. This is because of the following criteria: 

 • Small impact from the operation of the process; and 
 • Visible plume length exceeds the site boundary <5% of daylight hours per year. 
 
10.20 The assessment determines that the maximum length plumes are estimated to be 

less than 3 metres, suggesting that the overall perceived height of the development 
would be 47 metres to the top of plume. This would only slightly increase the height 
of the chimney stack when viewed from the surrounding landscape and not to a 
large enough degree to materially change the outcome of the LVIA. 

 
10.21 The LVIA has used 11 representative publicly accessible viewpoints of the Site. 

These are shown on Figure 3 below reproduced from the LVIA. The visual 
sensitivity stated is the applicant’s which the council’s landscape consultant 
considers should in most cases be higher. The LVIA included visualisations of the 
proposed development from Viewpoints 1, 2, 3, and 4 which are reproduced in this 
report. The applicant did not revise the sensitivity of the receptors on footpaths as 
recommended by the council’s landscape consultant and their assessment of the 
magnitude of change and the construction and operational effects is also 
unchanged therefore the council’s consultant’s comments stand and inform the 
‘Landscape consultant  comments’ in the following paragraphs. 

 

  
 Figure 3 – LVIA viewpoints 
 
10.22 Viewpoint 1 – Warboys Footpath 12 off Station Road approximately 500 metres 

south of the Site, representative of users of the public footpath and people at 
Humbrills Farm. The ridgeline prevents views of the MRF building and mature 
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woodland generally restricts views from the footpath towards the. Visual sensitivity: 
medium/low. 

  
 Viewpoint 1 – With development, year 15 

 
  
 Construction: Taller plant such as cranes may be visible. Magnitude of change: low. 

Construction effects: slight / negligible adverse. 
 
 Operation: The existing vegetation and topography provide screening to the 

proposed development. Properties along Station Road may experience some views 
of the top of the buildings due to their elevated position in relation to the Site. Most 
of the proposed Site should be screened, with only the very top of the stack and 
plume when present visible over the ridge line and parts of the boiler building roof 
visible from isolated property along Station Road. Even in winter the dense nature 
of the field boundaries would provide an element of screening to the proposals. 
Magnitude of change: low adverse. Operational effects: slight /negligible adverse. 

 
10.23 Landscape consultant comment: The viewpoint is representative of a footpath, local 

road and dwellings therefore the visual sensitivity should be high which when 
combined with the magnitude of the effect will increase the overall effect.  

 
10.24 Viewpoint 2 – Junction of Fenside Road and Puddock Road near the Old Railway 

Tavern approximately 100 metres southeast of the Site representative of road users 
and the Old Railway Tavern. Neither the MRF building nor offices are visible owing 
to the existing screening bund within the Woodford site. Visual sensitivity: medium / 
low.   

  
 Viewpoint 2 – With development, year 15

 
 Construction: Taller plant such as cranes may be visible, and the boiler building 

would likely be visible. Construction traffic would be noticeable. Magnitude of 
change: medium. Construction effects: moderate / slight adverse. 
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 Operation: The majority of the proposed development would not be visible, due to 
the screening effect of the existing bund. The taller elements (the boiler building 
and stack) would rise above the bund and break the skyline from this location, more 
so from first floor windows of Old Railway Tavern. In time the recent landscape 
planting on the slope facing the road would mature and create a wooded slope 
rather than the quite ‘engineered’ mound at present. Magnitude of change: medium/ 
low. Operational effects: slight adverse.  

 
10.25 Landscape consultant comment: The viewpoint is representative of cyclists on 

Cycle Ride 13, residents, and local roads. The section of road is also a connection 
between north-south footpaths and bridleways. In accordance with the Landscape 
Institute’s Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd edition 
(GLVIA3) this viewpoint should have a visual sensitivity of high to high-medium. 
The boiler building and stack comprise a large part of the proposed development 
and would be far larger than any existing structures within the landscape. Even if 
these are the only visible elements, they are incongruous in the environment and 
would receive visual prominence. The magnitude of change is likely to be medium 
or medium-high. Paired with the sensitivity of the view, the overall affect in the 
operational stage will be at least substantial/moderate adverse. Some reduction 
may occur as the vegetation matures, but the boiler building, stack and plume will 
remain prominent in the view. 

 
10.26 Viewpoint 3 – Puddock Road near Hazeldene approximately 700 metres north of 

the Site representative of road users and residents along Puddock Road. Open 
expansive views typical of the Fen landscape. The building labelled on the 
photograph below as ‘Existing Woodford Recycling building’ are the offices. The 
light coloured MRF building is clearly visible against the restored landfill site. Visual 
sensitivity: medium.  

 
 Viewpoint 3 – Existing view (Sept 2022) 
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 Viewpoint 3 – with development, year 15   

 
   
 Construction: The Site will be seen during construction including moving vehicles. 

Magnitude of change: medium. Construction effects: moderate adverse. 
  
 Operation: Most of the development would be lower or equal in height than the 

existing MRF building and won’t break the skyline due to the ridge in the 
background. With an appropriate colour, the development would be seen less 
clearly than the MRF building against the restored landfill site. The top of the stack 
would break the skyline. In time the proposed landscape treatment along the 
boundary would mature and provide screening to the lower parts of the 
development including vehicle movements. The plume when present will increase 
the development’s prominence. Magnitude of change: low. Operational effects: 
slight adverse. 

 
10.27 Landscape consultant comment: As this viewpoint is representative of dwellings 

and road users the visual sensitivity should be high/medium. The large structure 
which will remain visible even when planting matures, and break the skyline, will 
result in a higher magnitude of change than the stated ‘low’. The relationship 
between the high land of the settlements and the low land of the Fens is a key 
feature of the view. The proposed development, particularly the boiler building, 
stack and any plume, would compete with the visual presence of that landform and 
receive visual prominence. These interruptions in the skyline are not currently 
present in the view. The magnitude of effect is likely to be medium, and the overall 
operational effect substantial/moderate.  

 
 Viewpoint 3 – Image from LVIA Rev C Jan 2018 for biomass development   

 
  
 Above is an image from the LVIA which supported the application of the biomass 

development is included above to enable comparison with the proposed scheme. 
The boiler building would be significantly larger than the main biomass project 
buildings and the stack 19 metres higher.   10.28 Viewpoint 4 – Straight Drove 
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near Dorrington Farmhouse approximately 1,200 metres northwest of the Site, 
representative of road users. The existing MRF building can be clearly seen against 
the existing ridge and woodland. Visual sensitivity: medium / low. 

  
 Viewpoint 4 – with development, year 15

 
 
 Construction: Machinery would be visible. Magnitude of change: medium / low 

Construction effects: slight adverse. 
 
 Operation: The majority of the proposal would not break the skyline and would have 

the ridge and Pingle Wood as a backdrop. Some of the boiler building and most of 
the stack will break the skyline where they are not viewed against the hillside and 
increase the visibility of the development within an expansive view with other man-
made features. Woodland planting along the western boundary of the wider landfill 
site would provide additional screening to the proposed buildings, leaving only taller 
elements and the plume visible. Magnitude of change: medium / low. Operational 
effects: slight adverse. 

 
10.29 Landscape consultant comment: The existing site and proposed development 

would likely be visible from residents at Dorrington’s Farm. The sensitivity of the 
receptor should be medium, as opposed to medium/low. 

 
10.30 Viewpoint 5 – Footpath Warboys 2 north of Third Avenue, Warboys approximately 

1,500 metres south of the Site representative of public rights of way users and 
residents. The existing view is characteristically open but being south of the ridge 
line is not as extensive as it would be over the Fens. The horizon is formed by the 
ridge. The existing MRF building cannot be seen from here. Visual sensitivity: 
medium / low. 

   
 Viewpoint 5 – September 2022

 
 
 Construction: Taller plant may be visible. Magnitude of change: low. Construction 

effects: slight / negligible adverse. 
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 Operation: The development would be mostly screened from this location due to 
local vegetation and built form. The top of the boiler building (20 metres with a base 
around 8 metres AOD giving a total height of 28 metres AOD) would not be visible 
over the ridge, which rises to a maximum of 32 metres AOD. Existing vegetation 
between the viewer and the Site would add screening but the 44 metre stack would 
still be visible, but its thin form would make it difficult to distinguish from other man-
made structures. Magnitude of change: negligible. Operational effects: negligible. 

 
10.31 Landscape consultant comment: The receptors are people using footpaths and 

people in the dwellings. The sensitivity of this receptor should be high and not 
medium/low as stated. The stack reaching above the horizon here will appear 
extremely incongruous. Being far away and lower down, and yet still detracting from 
the skyline, the structure would appear out of scale with the context. A visualisation 
of the development in this location would be extremely useful but has not been 
provided. It would also be useful to have an additional viewpoint either on the 
footpath to the north of Wiggs Close, or on the B1040 Ramsey Road, just west of 
Warboys. 

 
10.32 Viewpoint 6 – Pathfinder long distance walk (Pidley cum Fenton Bridleway 14) at 

junction with Bridleway 13 and Bridleway 15 Padgetts Lane approximately 2,200 
metres southeast of the Site representative of public rights of way users. The MRF 
building is screened from view by intervening buildings and vegetation.  Visual 
sensitivity: high / medium. 

 
 Viewpoint 6 – March 2022

 
 
 Construction: Cranes may be visible. Magnitude of change: negligible. Construction 

effects: negligible. 
 
 Operation:  Pingle Wood on the ridge which rises higher than the proposed boiler 

building would screen the majority of the proposed development. The stack and 
plume would be the only elements of the proposed development that would be 
visible. Magnitude of change: negligible. Operational effects: negligible. 
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10.33 Landscape consultant comment: The sensitivity of receptors at this viewpoint 
should be high because it is on a long-distance walking route. 

 
10.34 Viewpoint 7 - Warboys Footpath 8 near Woolvey Farm approximately 2 km east of 

the Site representative of public rights of way users. The view is elevated 
overlooking a wide expanse of the Fens. The MRF building, agricultural buildings 
and windfarms can be seen. Visual sensitivity: medium.   

 
 Viewpoint 7 – Sept 2022

 
  
 Construction: Vehicle movements will be noticeable, but at this distance would look 

similar to agricultural or existing traffic associated with the recycling facility. 
Magnitude of change: negligible. Construction effects: negligible. 

 
 Operation: The proposed development would be visible, although most of the 

volume would sit slightly lower down the ridge. Most of the stack would break the 
skyline from this location drawing attention to the proposed development. The 
change in view due to the proposed development is very minor as a proportion of 
the existing, expansive view available, in an area already populated with built form. 
With darker colour choice for materials the proposed development may actually 
screen the highly visible existing MRF facility. Magnitude of change: negligible, but 
potentially beneficial with screening/ colouring of existing MRF facility. Operational 
effects: negligible, but potentially beneficial with screening/ colouring of existing 
MRF facility. 

 
10.35 Landscape consultant comment:  The visual sensitivity should be high-medium. 

The presence of incongruous buildings on the Fen Margin is a recognised 
sensitivity of the landscape which should be recognised in the assessment. The 
magnitude of change should be higher than assessed, as the boiler building will be 
the only bulky structure to break the skyline. It is accepted that the stack is likely to 
read as a part of the vertical detractors already present in the view. 

 
10.36 Viewpoint 8 – Junction of Warboys bridleway 15 Cross Drove and bridleway 17 

Second Turf Fen Drove 1600 metres northeast of the Site representative of users of 
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the public rights of way that cross Turf Fen. The MRF building can be seen 
between the agricultural buildings of Long Lot Farm and vegetation along Puddock 
Road. Visual sensitivity: medium. 

 
 Viewpoint 8 – Bridleways, Turf Fen March 2022

 
  
 Construction: Glimpsed view between buildings and vegetation meaning 

construction traffic could be seen briefly. Magnitude of change: low. Construction 
effects: slight adverse. 

 
 Operation: The proposed development will appear as a small extension of the 

existing facility. Agricultural buildings are in the foreground. The stack will rise 
further above the skyline and become a noticeable marker in the view. Magnitude 
of change: low. Operational effects: slight adverse. 

 
10.37 Landscape consultant comment: The height of the proposed structures is a concern 

in the quality of this view. Although it is accepted that from this distance, a careful 
colour choice would help to blend the building into the appearance of the hill, the 
stack will likely be relatively noticeable where it breaks the skyline. The 
development would represent the kind of hard edges that the HDC Landscape and 
Townscape SPD (2022) guides against. All buildings within the current view nestle 
below the horizon. 

  
10.38 Viewpoint 9 – Puddock Road, near Lant’s Farm approximately 3 km northeast of 

the Site representative of road users including cyclists and residents on Puddock 
Road. The horizon is generally distant, broken in places by existing vegetation, 
buildings and particularly the wind farms in the area. Glimpses of the Site are 
available through the vegetation and buildings when travelling south along Puddock 
Road albeit very distant. Visual sensitivity: medium. 
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  Viewpoint 9 - Puddock Road, near Lant’s Farm March 2022 

   
   
 Construction: Difficult to see at this distance amongst buildings and vegetation. 

Magnitude of change: negligible. Construction effects: negligible. 
  
 Operation: The change in view will be very slight. Colour choice will help reduce the 

development’s visual prominence, even at considerable distance. The stack will 
break the skyline but at this distance and in the context of the whole view would 
draw little attention to the development. The plume would not be visible. Magnitude 
of change: negligible. Operational effects: negligible. 

 
10.39 Landscape consultant comment: None specific.  
 
10.40 Viewpoint 10 – Hollow Lane near Holbury and Ramsey Footpath 1, approximately 3 

km to the northwest of the Site representative of residents on Hollow Lane, 
Ramsey. This view is open and expansive across the generally flat landscape. The 
MRF building can be seen but at this distance appears as one of the agricultural 
buildings in the area. Visual Sensitivity: medium / low.  
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 Viewpoint 10 – Hollow Lane near Holbury and Ramsey Footpath 1 March 2022

 
  
 
 Construction: Construction traffic and material storage would be difficult to see at 

this range. Magnitude of change: negligible. Operation effects: negligible. 
 
 Operation: Most of the buildings will have the existing ridge and Pingle Wood as a 

backdrop. At this distance colour choice would allow the buildings to blend into the 
dark, wooded ridge line. The stack would break the horizon and be a noticeable 
feature in the landscape. The plume would not be visible from here. Magnitude of 
change: negligible. Operational effects: negligible.  

 
10.41 Landscape consultant comment: None specific. 
 
10.42 Viewpoint 11 – Pathfinder Long Distance Walk (Warboys Footpath 5, northern edge 

of former airfield) approximately 2.8 km southwest of the Site, representative of 
public rights of way users and the Ramsey Model Aero Club. This view is open and 
expansive across the generally flat landscape. The Site is screened by trees and 
dwellings in Warboys. Visual sensitivity: high / medium. 
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 Viewpoint 11 – Pathfinder Long Distance Walk northern edge of former airfield 
March 2022

 
  
 Construction: No change in view. The Site is screened by trees and dwellings in 

Warboys. Magnitude of change: none Construction effects: none 
 
 Operation: All the proposed buildings would be screened by Warboys and  

vegetation. The stack may be seen drawing attention to the proposed development 
but the plume would not be visible. Magnitude of change: negligible. Operational 
effects: negligible. 

 
10.43 Landscape consultant comments: None specific. 
 
10.44 The applicant’s LVIA concludes that none of the 11 viewpoints is expected to 

experience more than a moderate adverse effect during the construction phase of 
the proposed development. The effect would be none or negligible at 5 viewpoints; 
slight adverse or slight/negligible adverse at VPs 1, 4, 5 and 8; medium/low at VP4; 
and moderate/slight or moderate at VPs 2 and 3.  

 
10.45 During the operational phase the applicant’s LVIA concludes that none of the 

viewpoints is expected to experience more than a slight adverse effect. The effect 
would be negligible at 6 viewpoints; slight/negligible adverse at VP1; and slight 
adverse at VPs 2, 3, 4 and 8. In the applicant’s opinion “With the implementation of 
a detailed landscape scheme of mitigation proposals to improve boundaries 
immediately around the Site and increase the number of hedgerow trees present on 
site it is believed that nearly all of the predicted impacts can be reduced to slight 
adverse, or lower.”  

 
 Proposed mitigation  
 
10.46 The council’s landscape consultant was concerned that the Site does not have 

capacity for mitigation that would help soften and screen the development from the 
Fen landscape. The original proposal for a 3 metre wide strip on the northeastern 
boundary to be planted with a hedgerow and trees would not enable the additional 
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landform or layering of planting necessary to provide effective screening. The 
height of the boiler building was considered to be unacceptable, and any redesign 
should prevent skylining from views from the Fen and on the northern edge of 
Warboys. This has been achieved by reducing its height by 5 metres. The restored 
landfill ‘behind’ the proposed boiler building, when viewed from the Fen, rises to 
between 30 and 32 metres AOD. The boiler building would have a base elevation of 
8.2 metres AOD and having been reduced to 20 metres in height the roofline would 
be 28.2 metres AOD which would be below the ridgeline.  

 
10.47 The applicant’s LVIA identifies primary mitigation which would include dark colours 

for the buildings to blend into the local landscape unlike the light coloured MRF 
building but a light colour for the stack which would be viewed against the sky. It 
also states that the site layout would minimise the loss of existing hedgerow 
boundaries and that retained trees would be protected. However, the applicant’s 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment shows that nearly all the trees within the Site 
would be removed. Although classified as being Category C (low quality or young 
specimens) collectively they have merit in terms of landscape character. The 
proposal would not comply with HLP Policy LP31 in respect of its impact on trees.  

 
10.48 As set out un paragraph 1.8, the proposal was amended to enable more landscape 

mitigation to be incorporated into the scheme. In response to the council’s 
landscape consultant’s comments the proposed secondary mitigation was 
increased to: 

 
 - tree and hedgerow planting along the northern and eastern boundaries where the 

Site meets the open expanse of the Fens; 
 - a 3 metre high bund planted with trees between the boiler building and the 

northern boundary to give a second layer of screening; and  
 - woodland belt along part of the southern boundary of the restored landfill site to 

create a wooded backdrop to the formerly hard edge of the boiler building that 
would rise above the existing ridge line when viewed from the north.  

 
10.49 The proposed boundary planting, when mature, would break up the appearance of 

the lower parts of the turbine hall, air cooled condenser, fuel bays and boiler 
building when viewed from the Fen to the north. The planted bund would provide 
some layering and additional height for the planting which would break up more of 
the boiler building (see Figure 4 below). However, the HDC landscape officer does 
not consider that the mitigation proposed on the Site itself would adequately screen 
the development and that there is nowhere else where effective screening could be 
introduced.   

 
 

 
 Figure 4 – extract from drawing no. D6628-MP-0004 Rev A5 ‘Site Elevation 

Drawings’ (view from the northeast) 
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10.50 As set out in paragraph 1.3 the Site had planning permission for another energy 
from waste (biomass) scheme (planning permission H/5002/18/CW) and in 
paragraph 9.49 that the applicant has afforded this weight in their Alternative Sites 
Assessment. The difference in scale of the biomass scheme that was approved, 
and the current proposal is shown in the table in paragraph 10.51 below and for 
comparison, the size of the MRF building.  

 
10.51 The following table shows the dimensions of the proposed stack and boiler building; 

the stack and building that were approved on the Site under planning permission 
H/5002/18/CW; and the Woodford MRF building. 

  

Development  Stack height  
x diameter 
(metres) 

Dimensions of principal 
building (metres) 

Thermeco (proposed) 44 x (2 x 1.4) 52 x 50 x 20 high 

Biomass EfW (approved) 25 x 10* 41.6 x 18.9 x 9.1 high  

Woodford MRF (existing) n/a 45 x 37.5 x 12 high** 

 *combustor 10 metres diameter to 20 metres plus 5 metre high flue 
 ** effectively 14 metres because floor level approximately 2 metres above the level of the 

Site 

  
10.52 Significantly, the proposed boiler building would be more than twice as high and 

would have a footprint over 3 times greater than the principal biomass building 
biomass building. The proposed stack, although with a smaller diameter, would be 
significantly taller than the combustor with flue for the biomass scheme. The 
smaller scale of the biomass scheme enabled the existing bund along the northern 
boundary of the Site to be retained, reprofiled and planted which would help 
assimilate the development into the local landscape.  

 
 Visual impact conclusions  
 
10.53 The proposed development is unsympathetic in scale to the host landscape and 

would present an incongruous feature in a setting widely identified as sensitive to 
large-scale and hard edges, which would have long reaching visual impacts. The 
proposals would lead to the clearance of a vast majority of existing site features 
with little opportunity for landscape and visual mitigation, and as such the proposals 
represent overdevelopment of the Site. Visual receptors on the network of public 
rights of way in the Fens will experience changes in view, whereby the existing 
skyline, currently defined by landform and vegetation, with some residential 
development visible on higher land, would be broken by the stack, detracting from 
the horizontality of the landscape and the important transition from the fens to 
higher land. The proposed development, in addition to the reasons set out in 
paragraph 10.15 above, does not comply with:  

  
 i) MWLP Policy 17 (g) because it does not retain important features and assets 

(including trees and hedgerows) within the landscape;  
 ii) MWLP Policy 17 (h) because it does not provide a landscape enhancement 

scheme which demonstrates it can be assimilated into its surroundings and local 
landscape character;  
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 iii) HLP policy 31 because the loss of trees is not fully addressed through the 
mitigation measures; and 

 iv) NPPF paragraph 135 a) because it would not be visually attractive as a result of 
good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping.  

 
10.54 Overall, it is considered the proposed development would have unacceptable 

landscape and visual impacts for the reasons set out in paragraphs 10.15 and 
10.53 above.   

 
 

11. Nature conservation 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 187 and 193  
     MWLP Policy 20 
     HLP policy LP30 
 
11.1 These policies seek to protect sites that are designated for their nature 

conservation value, protected species, the ecological interests of the site itself and 
to secure biodiversity net gain (BNG). 

 
11.2 NPPF paragraph 187 states that “Planning polices and decisions should contribute 

to and enhance the natural and local environment by:  
 a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 

value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 
quality in the development plan); …  

 d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 
future pressures and incorporating features which support priority or threatened 
species such as swifts, bats and hedgehogs;” 

 
11.3 NPPF paragraph 193 states that “When determining planning applications, local 

planning authorities should apply the following principles:  
 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;”  

 
11.4 MWLP Policy 20 states:  
 “National Sites 
 Development proposals on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI), and which is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in 
combination with other developments), will not be permitted unless the benefits of 
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the development clearly outweigh both the adverse impacts on the features of the 
site and any adverse impacts on the wider network of SSSIs. 

  
 Local Sites 
 Development likely to have an adverse effect on locally designated sites, their 

features or their function as part of the ecological network, including County Wildlife 
Sites and Local Geological Sites, will only be permitted where the need and 
benefits of the development clearly outweigh the loss and the coherence of the 
local ecological network is maintained. 

 
 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. 

 
 Biodiversity and Geodiversity in Development  
 All development proposals must:  
 “(d) conserve and enhance the network of geodiversity, habitats, species and sites 

(both statutory and non-statutory) of international, national and local importance 
commensurate with their status and give appropriate weight to their importance; 

 (e) avoid negative impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity; 
 (f) deliver a measurable net gain in biodiversity, proportionate to the scale of 

development proposed, by creating, restoring and enhancing habitats and 
enhancing them for the benefit of species; 

 (g) where viable opportunities arise, contribute to the delivery of the Local Nature 
Partnership vision to ‘double land for nature’;” 

 
 Policy 20 concludes with:  
 “Mitigation of Potential Adverse Impacts of Development 
 Development should avoid adverse impact on existing biodiversity and geodiversity 

features as a first principle. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable they must be 
adequately and proportionately mitigated. If full mitigation cannot be provided, 
compensation will be required as a last resort where there is no alternative.” 

 
11.5 The most relevant parts of HLP policy LP30 state that:  
 
 “All possible efforts must be taken to avoid adverse impacts. If it is demonstrated 

that adverse impacts are unavoidable they must be minimised as far as possible 
and then mitigated. Only where this process of avoidance, minimisation and then 
mitigation is insufficient to fully address adverse impacts will consideration be given 
to compensation measures. Following this process a proposal will only be 
supported subject to a hierarchy where: … 

 
 b. a site of national importance, such as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 

or National Nature Reserve (NNR) would be affected there has to be exceptional 
circumstances where the need for, and the benefits of, the proposal significantly 
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outweigh both the potential impacts on the features of the site that make it of 
national importance and any broader impacts on the national network of such sites;  

 c. a protected species, a priority habitat or species, a site of local or regional 
importance, the achievement of water body good ecological potential, or the 
biodiversity value of the proposed development site as part of the wider network 
would be affected, the need for and the benefits of the proposal must clearly 
outweigh the assessed impacts.” 

 
 “A proposal will ensure no net loss in biodiversity and provide a net gain where 

possible, through the planned retention, enhancement and creation of habitats and 
wildlife features, appropriate to the scale, type and location of development. Large 
scale development proposals should provide an audit of losses and gains in 
biodiversity produced according to a recognised methodology. In seeking to provide 
net gains for biodiversity reference should be had to the Natural Cambridgeshire 
publication 'Developing with Nature Toolkit' and the proposal should prioritise 
measures that: 

  
 d. complement or enhance existing features of biodiversity value within the design 

and layout of development;  
 e. provide new biodiversity features within the development;  
 f. help reverse the decline of species;  
 g. assist in achieving local targets for priority habitats and species including those 

set out in Habitat Action Plans;  
 h. improve public access to nature;  
 i. ensure the effective management of biodiversity or geological features;  
 j. contribute to the provision of multi-functional green infrastructure to enhance 

ecological networks and the Green Infrastructure Priority Areas; 
 k. contribute towards the achievement of good ecological status in water bodies (or 

not compromise achievement of good ecological potential) in accordance with the 
Anglian River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) and accompanying catchment 
action plans; or 

 l. will help species adapt to climate change.” 
 
 Designated sites 
 
11.6 The relationship of the proposed development to sites which are designated for 

their nature conservation value is set out in paragraph 2.2 above. Although Natural 
England has recommended that the applicant explores further mitigation to mitigate 
the minor adverse air quality impacts on the SSSIs and CWSs, they do not object to 
the application (see paragraph 6.9 above). The CCC Ecology Officer’s concerns 
have been addressed (see paragraph 6.16 above).  

 
11.7 The impact of the development on designated sites will be taken into account by 

the Environment Agency when they consider the application for an environmental 
permit. It is considered that with mitigation in place, the proposed development 
would not have a significant adverse impact on designated sites so would comply 
with MWLP Policy 20, HLP policy LP30 and NPPF paragraphs 187 and 193 in this 
respect.  

 
 

Page 68 of 118



   

 

 
 

 Protected species  
 
11.8 The principal ecological interest of the Site is the habitat that supports populations 

of great crested newts (GCN) which would be entirely lost. A mitigation strategy is 
proposed which relies on land outside the application area within land owned by 
Woodford Recycling with whom the applicant has an agreement for GCN mitigation. 
The Site Ecological Management Plan for the landfill site takes this into account. A 
European Protected Species Licence from Natural England would be required and 
a condition could be imposed precluding any works, including vegetation clearance, 
until a copy of the licence has been provided to the WPA. Natural England and the 
CCC Ecology Officer are satisfied with this approach and the proposed 
development would comply with the policies listed above in respect of protected 
species.  

 
 Biodiversity  
 
11.9 The policies set out above require development proposals to minimise harm to the 

biodiversity of the site and ensure there is no net loss of biodiversity by providing 
compensation. The application was submitted before the requirement to deliver at 
least 10% BNG under the terms of the Environment Act 2021 came into effect in 
2024. However, MWLP Policy 20 (f) states that all development must “deliver a 
measurable net gain in biodiversity, proportionate to the scale of development 
proposed, by creating, restoring and enhancing habitats and enhancing them for 
the benefit of species”. NPPF paragraph 187 (d) and HLP Policy LP30 have similar 
requirements.  

 
11.10 Any ecological interests of the Site that would be retained and those on adjacent 

land could be protected during site clearance and construction by the 
implementation of best practice measures which could be secured by planning 
conditions requiring a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) as 
recommended by Natural England. However, the proposed development will result 
in the loss of nearly all the existing habitat on the Site. There is little scope to 
provide compensation or deliver BNG on site and the applicant proposes that as 
well as the GCN mitigation, habitat will be created in two places off site. First, 
relatively close to the Site on the southern boundary of the landfill site where 
meadow and woodland habitat would be created and second, ponds, mixed scrub 
and neutral grassland at Great Raveley approximately 6km to the west. The 
applicant acknowledges that habitat creation on these two sites would need to be 
secured by S106 agreements with the landowners.  

 
11.11 The CCC Ecology Officer does not consider that the off-site proposals would 

adequately address the impacts on biodiversity for the reasons summarised in 
paragraph 6.17 above. As set out in paragraph 6.18 above, there is potential for the 
applicant to overcome these concerns by redesigning the off-site schemes but it is 
considered that in their current form they do not adequately compensate for the 
loss of on-site habitat compensation and would not deliver the level of BNG that is 
claimed. For this reason it is considered that the proposed development does not 
comply with MWLP Policy 20, HLP policy LP30 and NPPF paragraphs 187 d) and 
193 a).     
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12. Air quality  
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 187, 198, 199 & 201 
    MWLP policies 17 & 18 
    HLP policies LP10, LP14 & LP36 
 
12.1 These policies seek to protect the occupiers of nearby land or property from emissions to 

air including odour and dust. The Site is not in or close to an air quality management area 
(AQMA). However, waste developments can have an adverse impact on air quality without 
appropriate mitigation. This can lead to wider impacts such as on human health and the 
natural environment. There is concern within the local community about emissions to air 
from combustion of RDF and the resulting bottom ash and their potentially negative effect 
on air quality and therefore to health either directly through inhalation, or from deposition 
on land from where it may enter the food chain. As was the case with other energy from 
waste proposals, CCC engaged a consultant, Penny Wilson of Air Quality Consultants, to 
assess this aspect of the development when the application was first submitted. The 2024 
and 2025 information has been reviewed by the EHO. 

 
 Emissions to air  
 
12.2 In response to the initial comments from Air Quality Consultants and the CCC Public 

Health Team in 2023, the applicant provided a revised Air Quality Assessment (AQA) and 
Addendum in September 2024 which in the opinion of the of the EHO did not address all 
the issues raised. Further information was submitted in May 2025 and apart from three 
minor issues, has satisfied the EHO that with the controls in place through the 
environmental permit, the development will not have a significant adverse impact on air 
quality (see paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5 above.  

 
12.3 The Environment Agency document “Guidance for developments requiring planning 

permission and environmental permits” (October 2012)  LIT_7260_bba627.pdf 
(publishing.service.gov.uk) explains the relationship between the planning and permitting 
regimes, their role as a consultee in the planning process and their permitting role. When 
responding to consultations on planning applications for development that would require 
an environmental permit the Environment Agency has three possible positions: 

 
1. No major permitting concerns - Have not identified any major concerns about 
issuing a permit for this development. Consider risks to people and the environment can 
be reduced satisfactorily using measures to prevent, minimise and/or control pollution. 
2. More detailed consideration is required and parallel tracking is recommended as 
appropriate - Do not currently have enough information to know if the proposed 
development can meet our requirements to prevent, minimise and/or control pollution. 
3. Don't proceed - unlikely to grant a permit. Will object to the development because it 
is unlikely that the risks to people and the environment can be satisfactorily mitigated in 
this location. 

 
12.4 The Environment Agency’s advice on the current application is simply that the 

development will need an environmental permit under the Environmental Permitting 
(England and Wales) Regulations 2016, Regulation 12; they have not identified the need 
for further information at the planning stage.   
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12.5 The UK Health Security Agency has provided their position statement on the effects of 
emissions from municipal waste incinerators and health (see paragraph 6.x above). Like 
the EHO, they refer to the environmental permitting regime where the applicant will be 
required to demonstrate that emissions to air are within the relevant limits and abatement 
measures are in place. This is consistent with NPPF paragraph 201 which states that:  

 
 “The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed 

development is an acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or 
emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning 
decisions should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. 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.” 

 
12.6  NPPW paragraph 7 states that when determining planning applications, waste    planning 

authorities should:  
  

“concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and 
not with the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control 
authorities. Waste planning authorities should work on the assumption that the 
relevant pollution control regime will be properly applied and enforced.”  

 
12.7 The same principle applies where the proposed energy from waste plant is of a scale that 

it is being considered under the NSIP process (see paragraph 8.9 above); National policy 
statement NE-3 states:  

 
 “2.7.89 Compliance with the Environmental Permitted Regulations (EPR) is 

enforced through the environmental permitting regime regulated by the EA. Plants 
not meeting the requirements of the EPR would not be granted a permit to operate. 

 
 2.7.90 The pollutants of concern arising from the combustion of waste and biomass 

may include NOx, SOx, NMVOCs and particulates. In addition, emissions of heavy 
metals, dioxins and furans are a consideration for waste combustion generating 
stations, but limited by the EPR and waste incineration BAT conclusions and 
regulated by the EA. 

 
 2.7.91 Where a proposed EfW plant or biomass generating station meets the 

requirements of the EPR and BAT conclusions and will not exceed the local air 
quality standards or adversely affect the delivery of the Environment Act 2021 
PM2.5 targets, National Emission Ceiling Regulations emissions limits or other 
statutory limits, objectives or targets, the Secretary of State should consider the 
proposed waste generating station as having acceptable impacts on health.” 

 
 “2.7.109 The Secretary of State should consider what requirements it may be 

appropriate to impose. If the EA has indicated that there are no known barriers to it 
issuing an Environmental Permit for operation of the proposed biomass/waste 
fuelled generating station and agrees that management plans suitably minimise the 
wider impacts from ash disposal, any residual ash disposal impacts should have 
limited weight.” 
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12.8 Consideration has been given to whether there are any aspects of emissions to air from 
the chimney would not be regulated by the environmental permit and therefore should be 
given further consideration by the WPA and if permission is granted, covered by planning 
conditions. CCC as the WPA does not have the technical expertise to assess emission 
monitoring data and would need to consult the Environment Agency to form an opinion on 
whether or not it showed compliance or otherwise with the limits that had been set. Unlike 
with noise (see section 14 below), the EHO is satisfied that for the operational phase the 
environmental permit would regulate emissions to protect the local community. CCC as 
the WPA has enough information before to be satisfied that the proposed development 
would, subject to the controls that would be in place through the environmental permit, be 
undertaken without causing harm to the human or natural environment environments.  

 
12.9 Concern has been raised that a 44 metre high chimney will not be high enough for 

emissions to be adequately dispersed given the relative height of Warboys village and 
compared with other incinerator chimney heights. It would not be in Thermeco’s interests 
to have designed the chimney without establishing what will be necessary to meet 
environmental permit requirements. If during the permit application process it is found that 
the chimney needs to be higher, an application to amend the planning permission would 
be required which would involve a new LVIA.  

 
12.10 Concern has been raised about the impact of emissions from the vehicles delivering the 

feedstock and servicing the plant. As set out above in paragraph 9.20 the RDF would be 
sourced from the adjacent Woodford MRF which has the ability under the terms of its 
existing planning permission to significantly increase its throughput and therefore also 
increase vehicle movements whether or not the Thermeco development goes ahead or 
not. The number of vehicle movements directly attributable to the Thermeco development 
would be low (see paragraph 3.3 above) and even if the waste delivered to the Woodford 
MRF to create the RDF was taken into account (30 HGV movements per day), this is well 
below the indicative criteria for requiring an air quality assessment for vehicle movements 
(Institute of Air Quality Management ‘Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning 
for Air Quality’ January 2017).  
 
Odour 

 
12.11 The Site is in a rural area where odours related to agricultural practices may be 

experienced. Because of the seasonal nature of farming, these odours are unlikely to be 
continuous and to be tolerated by the local community as part of life in the countryside. 
Depending on the nature of the waste being processed and how it is handled and stored, 
odour from some waste management facilities may be similar to or distinct from 
agricultural odours. Where the waste management process is continuous, any odour 
generated could be too; where it would be experienced largely dependent on wind 
direction. Where the source of odour is known to be a waste management site, the 
perception of nuisance may be higher and tolerance within the community may be lower.  

 
12.12 In their ‘Consideration of Consultation Responses’ (27/05/2025) the applicant has 

addressed the EHO’s concerns and confirmed that:  
 

i) the RDF would be unloaded and stored within the building which will be under negative 
pressure with extraction emitted from the chimney; and  
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ii) the vehicles delivering the RDF from the Woodford MRF would fit within the fuel bays 
with the shutters closed. 
 
For these reasons it is considered that the potential for the RDF itself to give rise to odour 
that would be experienced outside the site is low. The applicant has submitted an Odour 
Management Plan (Stopford 15/12/2022) as part of the ES which could be secured by 
planning condition if planning permission is granted. For these reasons it is unlikely that 
the development would give rise to unacceptable levels of odour.  

 
 Dust 
 
12.13 The applicant has submitted a Dust Management Plan (Stopford 15/12/2022) which 

identifies potential sources of dust during the construction and operational phases of the 
proposed development. As set out in paragraph 12.11 above, the RDF would be delivered 
and stored within a building thereby minimising the risk of fugitive dust. Vehicle circulation 
areas would be hard surfaced which would be easy to keep clean so not be prone to dust 
generation. The RDF delivery vehicles would use the hard surfaced access road between 
the Woodford RDF so be unlikely to pick up mud which when deposited causes dust in dry 
weather if not removed. For these reasons it is considered unlikely that the development 
would generate dust experienced outside the Site during the operational phase.  

 
12.14 There is more potential for dust to be generated during the construction phase particularly 

during earthworks and site preparation. Mitigation techniques are well-known and widely 
practised; as stated in paragraph 6.6 above, the EHO considers that the applicant’s CEMP 
should incorporate robust dust mitigation measures and this could be secured by planning 
condition if permission is granted.  

 
12.15 The operation of the proposed plant would be controlled by an environmental 

permit issued by the Environment Agency. With appropriate mitigation in place 
secured by the environmental permit and by a CEMP and Odour Management Plan 
via planning conditions it is considered that the proposed development could be 
constructed and would be operated without causing unacceptable adverse impacts 
on air quality from point source (chimney) emissions, odour or dust so would 
comply with MWLP Policies 17 and 18, HLP policies LP10, LP14 and LP36 and 
NPPF paragraphs 187, 198 and 199. 

 
 

13. Health 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 198 & 201 
     MWLP Policy 18 
     HLP policy LP29  
 
13.1  As stated in paragraph 12.1 above there is concern within the local community 

about emissions to air from combustion of RDF and their potential to harm health 
either directly through inhalation, or from deposition on land from where it may 
enter the food chain. For the reasons given in paragraphs 12.2 – 12.8 whilst the 
local community’s concerns are wholly understandable, there is no evidence that 
the proposed development, subject to the appropriate environmental permit 
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restrictions, would give rise to adversely affect health as a result of emissions to air, 
including dust and odour.  

 
13.2  Health covers more than air quality and HLP Policy LP29 requires ‘large scale 

development’ (defined as having a floor space of over 2,500 square metres or a site 
of 2 hectares or more) to be informed by the conclusions of a rapid health impact 
assessment (HIA). The supporting text recognises that not all topics within a 
standard rapid HIA will be relevant to all types of development. Thermeco 
submitted a HIA as part of the ES and which was updated as part of the September 
2024 submission which was broadly accepted by the CCC Public Health Officer 
(see paragraph 6.21 above). They sought clarification on some points which was 
provided in the Consideration of Consultation Responses’ (27/05/2025).  

 
13.3 Disturbance from unwanted noise can have an effect on health. It is considered that 

with appropriate mitigation and compliance with the limit recommended by the 
EHO, noise from the proposed development would not be at a level which 
adversely affected the health of local residents. This is discussed in more detail in 
section 14 of this report. 

 
13.4 Taking into account the comments from relevant technical consultees and the role 

of the environmental permitting regime it is considered that the proposed 
development would not result in actual harm to human health and well-being. It is 
acknowledged that in cases where there is no evidence of actual harm there can 
still be a perception of harm to health and well-being and this is reflected in many of 
the representations from individuals. Although perception of harm is not included in 
development plan policies, it is a material planning consideration which should be 
afforded some weight in assessing the proposed development.   

 
 

14. Noise, vibration and light 
 
 Noise 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 198 & 201 
     MWLP policies 17 & 18  
     HLP policies LP10 & LP14 
 
14.1 These policies seek to protect the occupiers of nearby land or property from noise 

and require development proposals to include mitigation where necessary. Owing 
to a lack of capacity within Huntingdonshire District Council’s environmental health 
department when the planning application was first submitted, the WPA sought 
advice from an independent consultant, WSP, on noise. WSP’s report dated 21 
April 2023 raised questions about the methodology and conclusions in the 
applicant’s noise impact assessment (NIA). A revised NIA was submitted in 
September 2024 with further revisions in May 2025. Comments on the 2024 and 
2025 NIAs were provided by the EHO (see paragraph 6.4 above).  

 
14.2 As set out in paragraph 3.4 the plant would operate 24 hours per day 7 days per 

week. Waste and ancillary materials would be received between 07:30 and 18:00 
Monday to Friday and between 07:30 and 13:00 Saturdays. The closest noise 
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sensitive properties to the Site are Woodview, Old Railway Tavern, Wingate, 
Fenside Caravan Park and Dorrington’s Farm and these have been the focus of the 
NIA. As stated in paragraph 3.5 above, it is proposed that a 3 metre high acoustic 
fence would be constructed along the along the northern edge of the access road. 
This would reduce the impact of the proposed development and of the traffic 
serving the Woodford MRF at the   property Woodview. 

 
14.3 The most affected noise sensitive receiver has been identified as the garden of Old 

Railway Tavern during the daytime. The property is situated at the junction of 
Fenside Road and Puddock Road and opposite the site entrance. At this location 
the predicted noise level is 34dB LAeq. The EHO considers that an acoustic 
correction for intermittency of 3dB should be added to this value to make a rating 
level of 37dB Lar but this was not followed through to the conclusions of the NIA.  

 
14.4 The EHO had concerns about the noise generated from the proposed development 

itself and when combined with the noise from the Woodford MRF. The Woodford 
MRF has a predicted operational noise of 36 dB LAeq at Old Railway Tavern and 
the combined sound level would be 38dB LAeq (or 39.5dB if rated with a correction 
for intermittency of the noise). This is the same sound level as the existing 
background at Old Railway Tavern, so the noise would appear to double and would 
be clearly audible. In order to keep the background sound level at 38dB, the sound 
level emanating from the thermal treatment facility at Old Railway Tavern would 
need to be around 24dB LAeq. However, this may not be achievable, so it would be 
more reasonable to set a limit of 30dB LAeq at the Old Railway Tavern. In this way, 
the combined noise level from both operations would be 37dB LAeq, (1dB below 
the background level). Furthermore, modelling has shown that 30dB would be 
achieved at the other noise sensitive receivers.  

 
14.5 The EHO recommended that if planning permission is granted, the following 

condition be imposed: “The specific sound level (operational sound) emitted from 
the site shall not exceed 30dB LAeq 1 hour free-field at any residential dwelling 
when measured in accordance with BS4142:2014+A1-2019.” The applicant has 
challenged this for two reasons: first that it would be an unnecessary duplication of 
control because operational noise would be addressed by the Environment Agency 
in the environmental permit so would be contrary to NPPF paragraph 201, and 
second that the limit is too low and would require operational noise to be at least 
8dB below the prevailing background level which is unjustified. 

 
 14.5 The EHO considers that the terms of the environmental permit may not be stringent 

enough to protect the rural environment and prevent “background creep” and 
maintains the advice that a noise limit planning condition is necessary. He has, 
however, reconsidered the noise limit. Modelling shows that the operations at 
Woodfords would produce 36dB LAeq 1hr and Thermeco would produce 34dB 
LAeq 1hr. The combined operations of Thermeco and the Woodford MRF would be 
38dB LAeq1h (daytime).  This is the same as the background sound level, and 
when the background sound is added, the overall sound level would be in the 
region of 41dB. This increase of 3dB would be noticeable to the residents of Old 
Railway Tavern (whilst in the garden) and would present “background creep”.  
However, with Thermeco only contributing 2dB to this increase, it might be 
considered reasonable to allow this and set the noise limit at the predicted specific 
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operational sound of 34dB at the Old Railway Tavern. The recommended condition 
would be: “The specific sound level (operational sound) emitted from the site shall 
not exceed 34dB LAeq 1 hour free-field at any residential dwelling when measured 
in accordance with BS4142:2014+A1-2019 and/or its subsequent amendments.”  

 
14.6 Noise during the construction period needs to be taken into account. The EHO 

considers the proposed hours of 07:00 – 19:00 Monday – Friday (with no public 
holidays) and a maximum duration of construction work of 18 months to be 
acceptable. The EHO has reviewed the applicant’s Construction Environmental 
Management & Traffic Management Plan (Issue A2 dated 13/05/2024) and whilst it 
is proposed to monitor construction noise, there is no indication as to how this will 
be undertaken either qualitatively or quantitatively and no reassurance that this will 
be made available upon inspection. There is no commitment to use broadband 
reversing sirens rather than tonal. Public consultation is mentioned but there is no 
commitment to installing a noticeboard at the site entrance with a helpline / contact 
details. For these reasons, if planning permission is granted, a revised Construction 
Environmental Management & Traffic Management Plan which addresses these 
points should be secured by condition.  

 
14.7 For the reasons given in paragraph 14.5 above, it is considered that based on the 

EHO’s advice, there is justification for deviating from the advice in NPPF paragraph 
201 and that if planning permission is granted, it should be subject to the 
recommended noise limit condition. With a revised Construction Environmental 
Management & Traffic Management Plan also secured by condition, the proposed 
development would comply with MWLP Policy 17 and  Policy 18, HLP Policy LP10 
and Policy LP14 and NPPF paragraph 198 in respect of noise.  

    
 Light 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 187 & 198   
     MWLP policies 17 & 18  
      HLP policies LP10 & LP14 
 
14.8 The policies listed above seek to prevent unacceptable levels of light pollution. The 

Site is in a rural location with a low level of district brightness. The Site would 
operate outside daylight hours so external artificial lighting is necessary for exterior 
and interior processing and circulation areas. 32 x 6 metre high streetlights and 25 
x 15 metre high floodlights are proposed (Figure 2 in the applicant’s Lighting Impact 
Assessment - Stopford 15/12/2022) and would be designed to control the direction 
and intensity of the lighting to minimise light spill outside the Site. The Lighting 
Impact Assessment concludes that there would be negligible impact on sensitive 
receptors or the wider environment, the night sky. The cumulative impact with lights 
at the Woodford MRD has been taken into account.   

 
14.9 The EHO has not raised any concerns about the impact of lighting on residential 

amenity; the HDC landscape officer has not raised any concerns about its impact 
on the night sky and the CCC ecology officer has not raised any concerns about the 
impact of lighting on wildlife. Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that if 
planning permission is granted, details of the external lights could be secured by 
condition. It is considered that with appropriate location, orientation and design the 
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external lights would not have a significant impact on residential amenity, the 
countryside or wildlife so the proposed development would comply with the relevant 
parts of MWLP Policy 17 and Policy 18, HLP Policy LP10 and Policy LP14 and 
NPPF paragraphs 187 and 198 in respect of light.   

 
 

15. Water quality and resources and flood risk 
 
 Water quality and resources 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 187 & 201 
     MWLP Policy 22 
     HLP policies LP14 & LP15 
 
15.1 These policies seek to protect the quality and availability of surface and 

groundwater resources. The Site is not within a groundwater source protection 
zone so is unlikely to affect public potable groundwater abstraction sites. It is close 
to three watercourses and the applicant proposes to discharge surface water into 
the IDB drain which flows from the northeast corner of the Site into the board’s 
network of drains on Wistow Fen. There are three potential sources of pollution to 
surface water: oil or fuel spillage, leachate from the RDF and foul water. The 
following pollution prevention measures are proposed: an oil/water interceptor 
would be installed downstream of the Site’s drainage system; the areas where the 
RDF would be held would be drained to a below ground tank within the plant which 
would be emptied and taken off site for treatment; and foul water from the offices 
and welfare facilities would drain via an underground system to a cess pit.  

 
15.2 It is considered that these measures would minimise the risk of the development 

polluting ground or surface waters which will also be covered by the environmental 
permit. For these reasons it is considered that the proposed development would 
comply with the relevant parts of MWLP Policy 22, HLP Policies LP14 and LP15 
and NPPF paragraph 187. 

 
 Flood risk 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 181 & 182 
     MWLP Policy 22 
     HLP policies LP5 & LP15 
     Cambridgeshire Flood & Water SPD 
 
15.3 These policies seek to prevent new development increasing the risk of flooding 

both within the Site itself and on nearby land. The Site and most of the adjacent 
field to the northeast is in the Environment Agency’s flood zone 1 which is the least 
at risk of river or sea flooding. Beyond that, Wistow Fen is within flood zone 3. The 
area of the proposed development area is over 1 hectare therefore the applicant 
was required to submit a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). 

 
15.4 The Site currently has very little, if any, impermeable area. The proposal would 

result in approximately 60% of the Site requiring surface water to be managed: from 
the building roofs, roads and hardstanding and the bunded containment area. It is 
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proposed that all surface water from the Site would flow via a separator to the 
existing IDB ditch, a watercourse which flows in an easterly direction from the 
lagoons to the northwest of the Site. Flow limiting devices would be provided 
upstream of the separator with attenuation provided by an attenuation tank 
augmented by a long-term storage tank designed to cater for the additional flow 
arising from the greater area of impermeable surface due to the development. From 
the separator, surface water would discharge to the IDB ditch either via an existing 
ditch that runs parallel to the northeast side of the Site or via a lagoon, dependent 
on the outcome of a drainage survey of the Site. The lagoons and connections to 
the IDB ditch are not within the Site so would need to be subject to agreement with 
Woodford Recycling Ltd for their use and maintenance. The applicant 
acknowledges that permission for discharge to the ditch will be required from the 
Ramsey First IDB. 

 
15.5 Although most of the LLFA’s original reasons for objection (17 March 2023) have 

been addressed, as set out in paragraph 6.18 above, the applicant has not 
provided drainage calculations to indicate whether the system can cater for the 
3.3% and 1% AEP storm events. For this reason, the proposed surface water 
drainage scheme does not meet the necessary requirements for approval should 
not be accepted. The proposed surface water drainage scheme depends on two 
factors which are not currently wholly within the applicant’s control. First, the 
reliance on lagoons and connections outside the application area. If planning 
permission is granted this may need to be secured by a S106 planning obligation. 
Second, there is no guarantee that the IDB would issue a discharge consent. The 
applicant has stated (Consideration of Consultation Responses 27/05/2025) that 
they propose to apply for an ‘in principle’ agreement from the IDB.  

 
 15.6 Until the applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the LLFA that the 

proposed surface water drainage scheme can accommodate the 3.3% and 1% AEP 
storm events the proposed development would not comply with the relevant parts of 
MWLP Policy 22, HLP policies LP5 and LP15 and NPPF paragraphs 181 and 182.  

 
 

16. Traffic and access  
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 109, 110, 115 – 118     

    MWLP Policy 23                                     
     HLP policies LP16 & LP17 
 
16.1 MWLP Policy 23 shares many of the aims of NPPF paragraph 115 and HLP Policy 

LP16 and states that: 
 
 “Mineral and waste development will only be permitted if: 
 “(a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be, or 

have been, taken up, to the degree reasonably available given the type of 
development and its location. If, at the point of application, commercially available 
electric Heavy Commercial Vehicles (HCVs) are reasonably available, then 
development which would increase HCV movements should provide appropriate 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure for HCVs; 
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 (b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users of the 
subsequent development;  

 (c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms 
of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated 
to an acceptable degree; 

 (d) any associated increase in traffic or highway improvements would not cause 
unacceptable harm to the environment, road safety or residential amenity, and 
would not cause severe residual cumulative impacts on the road network; and 

 (e) binding agreements covering lorry routing arrangements and/or HCV signage 
for mineral and waste traffic are agreed, if any such agreements are necessary and 
reasonable to make a development acceptable.”  

 
16.2 Thermeco’s original proposal was that up to 20% of the RDF feedstock would be 

obtained directly from the Woodford MRF although the Transport Assessment 
(Crowd Dynamics, Rev 02 17 November 2022) assumed a ‘worst case scenario’ 
with 100% of the feedstock from off-site sources. On that basis there would be 14 
deliveries of RDF per day and an average of 1 HGV per day to deliver process 
chemicals and remove ash making a total of 30 HGV movements per day. A total of 
26 staff would work shift patterns such that a maximum of 10 would be on site at 
any one time.  

 
16.3 A large proportion of the representations received from local residents object to the 

proposed development on the grounds that the proposed route, Fenside Road, is 
not suitable for the number of HGVs that would be generated by the proposed 
development in terms of its structure and potential for conflict with other, particularly 
non-motorised, road users. There is also concern that the vehicles serving the Site 
would use Station Road and other roads within Warboys and nearby villages.  

 
16.4 In September 2024 the application was amended so that the development is 

proposed on the basis that all of the 87,500 tpa RDF feedstock would be sourced 
from the adjacent Woodford MRF. The permanent Woodford MRF was considered 
in 2012 on the basis of a 160,000 tpa throughput which would generate 5 HGV 
arrivals (10 movements) per hour. Over a 10.5 hour working day (07:30 – 18:00 
Monday to Friday) that would be 52.5 arrivals or 105 movements per day. 
Thermeco proposed that 87,500 tpa processed RDF feedstock would generate 14 
loads per day.  

 
16.5 Not all the unprocessed residual waste that Woodford would receive would be 

suitable for creating RDF therefore more than 87,500 tpa would be needed. 
According to the applicant, if a general waste stream were set up for maximising 
waste reuse and recycling and so removing waste plastic, wood, glass, textiles, 
organics etc as well as metal, then a recovery rate of  25 – 50% would be expected. 
This is consistent with the CCC Head of Waste Management who had advised that 
of 100 tonnes of ‘black bag’ waste 32 tonnes would be recyclable and/or non-
combustible and 68 tonnes would be suitable to create RDF. Woodford would take 
pre-sorted residual waste and would not undertake any further recovery except 
removing metals and other waste not suitable for RDF. They would then shred and 
blend the waste to create RDF with a specific make-up and calorific value. 
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16.6 The applicant estimates that to produce the 87,500 tonnes RDF with only metal 
recovery (plus a few non-conforming wastes) would require approximately 90,000 
tonnes of waste. This would generate approximately 30 HGV movements per day. 
The RDF processing would run alongside the existing skip waste business and the 
combined HGV movements would be considerably less than the 105 per day that 
the Woodford MRF 2012 application was assessed on.  

 
16.7 Although the Woodford MRF has not operated anywhere near its permitted limit of 

160,000 tpa there is nothing in the planning permission to stop a significant 
increase in throughput up to that limit. Woodford could therefore increase the 
throughput of their site within the terms of the existing planning permission and 
produce RDF for any end user whether or not the Thermeco proposal goes ahead 
or not. If the RDF were to go to Thermeco, only a small proportion of the incoming 
waste would need to use the public highway to go off site for recycling or disposal. 
If the RDF were to go to another end user, or if the throughput of the MRF were 
increased for any other reason, all the waste would need to go off site using the 
public highway.  

 
16.8 MWLP Policy 23 states:  
 
  “Use of HCV Route Network 
 Where mineral and/or waste is to be taken on or off a site using the highway 

network, then all proposals must demonstrate how the latest identified HCV 
Route Network is, where reasonable and practical to do so, to be utilised. If 
necessary, arrangements ensuring that the use of the HCV Route Network takes 
place may need to be secured through an appropriate and enforceable 
agreement. Any non-allocated mineral and waste management facility in 
Cambridgeshire which would require significant use of the highway must be well 
related to the HCV Route Network.” 

 
16.9 The Woodford MRF planning permission is subject to a S106 planning obligation 

that requires HGVs to use the A141 and Fenside Road to access the site and not 
Station Road and Puddock Hill which are subject to a weight limit. Thermeco have 
proposed that the HGVs serving their plant would also use Fenside Road. The 
A141 is an HGV Advisory Route on the Cambridgeshire Advisory Freight Map so 
that part of MWLP Policy 23 would be met.  

 
16.10 A car park for 11 vehicles (including one for disabled users) and 3 EV charging 

stations would be located to the northwest of the office. A cycle shelter would be 
installed adjacent to the office. These facilities would be appropriate for the number 
of staff on site at any one time.  

 
16.11 The advice of the highway authority is set out in paragraphs 6.14 and 6.15 above. 

Based on the Woodford MRF having the potential to significantly increase its 
throughput and therefore HGV movements whether or not the Thermeco proposal 
goes ahead or not, there is no sustainable highway safety or capacity reason to 
refuse the current application. The construction traffic would precede the increase 
in throughput of the Woodford MRF.  
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16.12 No public rights of way would be directly affected by the proposed development 
therefore the development would comply with the relevant part of MWLP Policy 23. 

 
16.13 NPPF paragraph 116 states:  
 
 “Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there 

would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network, following mitigation, would be severe, taking into 
account all reasonable future scenarios.” 

 
 Taking into account the views of the CCC Transport Assessment Team and 

Highway Development Management Officer and for the reasons set out in 
paragraphs 16.4 – 16.7 above the proposal is considered to acceptable in highway 
capacity and safety terms and complies with MWLP Policy 23, HLP policies LP16 
and LP17 and NPPF paragraphs 109, 110, 115 – 118.  

 
 

17. Historic environment 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 207, 216 & 218 
     MWLP Policy 21 
     HLP policy LP34 
 
17.1  The Site’s relationship to designated heritage assets is set out in paragraph 2.3 

above. Owing to the separation distances the proposed development would not 
have any impact on them. The Site had historical industrial uses which have been 
recorded as described in paragraph 6.17 above. The proposed development 
complies with NPPF paragraphs 207, 216 and 218, MWLP Policy 21 and HLP 
Policy LP34 in respect of non-designated heritage assets.  

 
 

18. Flies, vermin & birds and litter   
  
 Relevant policies: MWLP policies 18 & 25 
 
18.1 Concern has been raised that the RDF would attract flies. Although the RDF may 

contain some organic elements that would be attractive to flies, vermin and 
scavenging birds, it would be transported a very short distance from the Woodford 
MRF and be unloaded and stored within the building. It is therefore unlikely that the 
RDF would result in an abnormal number of flies or litter and would not be 
accessible to scavenging birds. The management of the unprocessed waste at the 
Woodford MRF before it is turned into RDF is a matter outside the scope of the 
planning application that is being considered.  

 
18.2 Scavenging birds and very tall structures could be a hazard to aircraft. The Site is 

within a civil aviation safeguarding area where consultation with  Cambridge City 
Airport is required for renewable energy development. Cambridge City Airport has 
raised no objection (see paragraph 6.23 above).  
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18.3 For the reasons given above, the proposed development would comply with the 
relevant parts of the MWLP Policy 18 and Policy 25. 

 
 

19. Contaminated land  
 
 Relevant policies:  NPPF paragraph 196 
     HLP Policy LP37 
   
19.1 NPPF paragraph 196 states that planning decisions should ensure that: 
  
 “a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and any 

risks arising from land instability and contamination. This includes risks arising from 
natural hazards or former activities such as mining, and any proposals for mitigation 
including land remediation (as well as potential impacts on the natural environment 
arising from that remediation).” 

 
 HLP Policy LP37 has similar requirements.  
 
19.2 Concern has been raised about the proposed development disturbing the landfill 

site which contains hazardous waste. As stated in paragraph 6.19 above, the Site 
had historical industrial uses which could have contaminated the land. The 
information provided by the applicant for planning permission H/5002/18/CW 
satisfied the Environment Agency that the Site does not present any significant 
contamination but considers that there is a risk of gas migration from the nearby 
landfill site and a planning condition was imposed which required the developer to 
undertake a gas risk assessment. The current applicant has provided information 
including ground gas modelling data that shows that no significant ground gas has 
been encountered over recent years. On the basis of this information, the EHO is 
happy that the development could take place with a design based on gas 
characteristic situation 1. 

 
19.3 If planning permission is granted, the mitigation measures set out in the gas risk 

assessment could be secured by condition. With such measures in place, the 
development would comply with NPPF paragraph 196 and HLP Policy LP37.  

 
 

20. Design and sustainable construction 
 
 Relevant policies: NPPF paragraphs 131, 135, 139, 161, 164 and 166 
     MWLP Policies 1 & 17 and Appendix 3 
     HLP Policies LP11 & LP12 
 
20.1 The policies referred to above seek to ensure that new development is well-

designed taking into account its location and informed by sustainability. Other than 
MWLP Policy 17, these policies are intended to cover a wide range of types of 
development so not all elements will be relevant.  

 
 MWLP Policy 17 states that: 
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 “All waste management development, and where relevant mineral development, 
should secure high quality design. The design of built development and the 
restoration of sites should be sympathetic to and, where opportunities arise, 
enhance local distinctiveness and the character and quality of the area in which it is 
located. Permission will be refused for development of poor design that fails to take 
the opportunities available to achieve this.” 

 
20.2 This is further developed in MWLP Appendix 3: The Location and Design of Waste 

Management Facilities which provides guidance specifically related to waste 
management facilities. In rural locations it recommends that the design of facilities 
should reflect the scale and design of agricultural buildings. The proposed turbine 
hall and fuel bay would be constructed with a steel frame with steel cladding 
coloured Olive green or similar and would be similar in scale and appearance to 
modern agricultural buildings in the area such as those at Wilsons Orchard Farm on 
Fenside Road and on Wistow Fen approximately 250 metres north of the Site. The 
proposed boiler building would be of the same construction and colour as the 
turbine hall and fuel bay but significantly larger in area and height. The office 
building would be of brick construction with timber cladding which would be similar 
to Woodford Recycling’s office building. Surface water drainage, landscape planting 
and parking are covered elsewhere in this report.  

 
20.3 HLP Policy LP12 (j) requires that efficient use is made of energy, water and other 

resources and that non-residential development meets Building Research 
Establishment Environmental Assessment Method (BREEM) ‘Good’ standard as a 
minimum. A range of sustainable construction features have been described in the 
applicant’s Statement of Sustainable Design and Construction (Stopford 
23/05/2024). These include solar panels on the office building; energy saving 
interior and exterior lighting; water saving fitments in the staff facilities; office built to 
at least BREEAM ‘Good’ standard; timber from Forest Stewardship Council 
sources; prefabricated elements and standard sizes to reduce waste; management 
of construction waste to maximise recycling; minimising use of PVC; low 
maintenance and durable materials.  

 
20.4 It is considered that the apart from the scale of the boiler building and stack and 

lack of space for further landscape planting, the design of the proposed buildings 
and infrastructure is appropriate for their purpose and would comply with MWLP 
Policies 1 and 17 and Appendix 3, HLP Policies LP11 and LP12 and NPPF 
paragraphs 131, 135, 139, 161, 164 and 166 in respect of design and sustainable 
construction.  

 
   

21. Other matters 
 
21.1 It has been brought to the applicant’s attention that the Proposed Site Plan 

(drawing no. D6628-MP-0001 Rev A5) shows the solar panels within the Woodford 
site in the wrong location as shown in Figure 5 below where the Proposed Site Plan 
has been overlaid on an aerial photograph. The current application area has been 
drawn clipping the corners of a solar panel meaning the sheet pile retaining wall 
would need to be repositioned reducing the area for vehicle circulation within the 
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Site and potentially requiring the fire water tank and the condenser units to be 
relocated. 

 

  
 Figure 5 – application boundary and solar panels  
 
 

22. Public Sector Equality Duties (PSED)  
 
22.1 Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010 places a statutory duty on all public bodies 

to consider the needs of all individuals in their day-to-day work, including those with 
protected characteristics. The protected characteristics under PSED are: disability, 
gender reassignment, pregnancy, maternity/ paternity, race, religion or belief 
(including non-belief), sex and sexual orientation. In May 2023, elected members of 
the Council agreed that those leaving care (care leavers) must be treated as having 
a protected characteristic. The assessment of the planning application has taken 
into account representations from individuals who have made reference to their 
respiratory and other health conditions. The Council, in the exercise of the planning 
functions, must have due regard to the need to the following aims in their decision-
making: eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other 
conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act; foster good relations between people 
who share a relevant protected characteristic and those who do not share it; and 
advance equality of opportunity between people who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and people who do not share it. Furthermore, consideration must be 
given to removing or minimising disadvantages suffered by people due to their 
protected characteristics; meeting the needs of people with protected 
characteristics; and encouraging people with protected characteristics to participate 
in public life or in other activities where their participation is low.  
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22.2 It is not envisaged that the proposed development would be likely to impact 
negatively or specifically upon any groups with protected characteristics and there 
would be no known implications of the proposal in relation to the council’s PSED 
duties under the 2010 Act. Concerns have been raised from within the local 
population that people with pre-existing health conditions would be particularly 
vulnerable to any adverse impact on air quality. For the reasons given in section 9 
of this report it is considered that the risk of impact on human health from emissions 
to air is low and would be controlled by the environmental permit. 

 
 

23. Conclusions 
 
 Principle and location of the development 
 
23.1 It is considered that the proposed development would comply with broad 

Government and development plan policy aims to support the low carbon energy 
generation. It is considered that because this is Government policy significant 
weight should be given to it. The development would provide some employment 
and contribute to the local economy but it is considered that a little weight should be 
given to this. 

 
23.2 For the reasons given in paragraphs 9.8 and 9.9 above it is considered that the 

capacity gap for treatment and energy recovery processes in the MWLP area is 
likely to be closed by the Medworth facility by 2031 and that MWLP Policy 3 
scenario (a) cannot be met. The proposed development would only be able to meet 
Policy 3 scenario (c) for waste from within the Plan area that would otherwise be 
landfilled. The proposed development would be competing with the Medworth 
facility for the same waste and if both are developed is likely to result in over-
provision of energy from waste capacity in Cambridgeshire. This could result in 
waste being transported over longer distances which is contrary to the proximity 
principle and the wider sustainability aims of the development plan. It is considered 
that significant weight should be given to this. The conclusions on MWLP Policy 3 
(paragraphs 9.25 – 9.29) are that the proposed development would not meet either 
scenario (a) or (c) and that irrespective of compliance with Policy 4 it does not 
accord with Policy 3. It is considered that significant weight should be given to this. 

 
23.3 Compliance with Policy 3 is dependent on compliance with Policy 4 which in turn 

states that “Proposals for co-location will not be supported if the benefits do not 
outweigh the harm when assessed against the wider policies of the Development 
Plan.” Those wider policies have been considered in sections 10 – 20 of this report. 
The proposal has been put forward on the basis that all the feedstock would be 
sourced from the adjacent Woodford MRF. For the reasons set out in paragraphs 
9.46 to 9.49 above, it is considered that the benefits of co-location would be small 
and subject to insecure contractual arrangements and therefore significant weight 
should be given to this. As discussed in section 10 of this report it is considered that 
the proposed development would have clear adverse landscape and visual impacts 
and as set out in paragraph 23.4 below it is considered that this should be afforded 
significant weight. It is considered that this harm alone would outweigh the small 
and insecure benefits of co-location with the Woodford MRF and therefore  the 
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proposed development should not be supported on the basis of co-location. It 
follows that the proposal does not comply with MWLP Policy 4.  

 
 Visual impact and landscape character 
 
23.4 For the reasons given in paragraphs 10.14, 10.15, 10.49 and 10.53 it is considered 

the proposed development would have unacceptable landscape and visual impacts 
which the proposed mitigation would not satisfactorily address. It is considered that 
significant weight should be given to this.  

  
 Air quality and health 
 
23.5 The potential for harm from emissions from the chimney is a matter of great 

concern to the local community but for the reasons given in 12.2 to 12.10 above, it 
is considered that with an environmental permit in place, the development would 
not affect air quality to the extent that the human or natural environment is 
adversely affected. It is considered that moderate weight should be given to this.  

 
 Odour and dust 
 
23.6 For the reasons given in paragraphs 12.11 to 12.15 it is considered that that odour 

and dust could be satisfactorily mitigated through the environmental permit and a 
CEMP for the construction phase. It is considered that a little weight should be 
given to this.  

 
23.7 As set out in 13.4 it is acknowledged that in cases where there is no evidence of 

actual harm there can still be a perception of harm to health and well-being and this 
is reflected in many of the representations from individuals. It is considered a little 
weight should be given to this. 

 
 Traffic and highways 
 
23.8  Second to emissions, the impact of the development on the local highway network 

and their users is of the greatest concern within the local community. For the 
reasons set out in paragraphs 16.4 to 16.7 and 16.13 above, the proposed 
development would be acceptable in highway capacity and safety terms. It would, 
however, generate construction traffic and a small amount of operational traffic. It is 
considered that a little - moderate weight should be given to this. 

 
 Designated sites, protected species and BNG 
 
23.9 Natural England has raised no objections to the proposal in respect its impact on 

nationally designated sites which would also be taken into account in the 
environmental permit. There is no reason to believe that locally protected sites 
would be adversely impacted. The protected species (GCN) on the Site would be 
protected through a Natural England European Protected Species Licence. It is 
considered that moderate weight should be given to each of these factors.  
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23.10 For the reasons given in paragraphs 11.9 to 11.11 above, the proposal would not 
satisfactorily mitigate the loss of habitat or provide adequate BNG and it is 
considered that moderate weight should be given to this.   

   
 Noise and light  
 
23.11 Based on the EHO’s advice it is considered that subject to a noise limit condition 

and updated CEMP the development would not result in an unacceptable level of 
noise at sensitive receptors. It is considered that moderate weight should be given 
to this. 

 
23.12 With appropriate location, orientation and design the external lights would not have 

a significant impact on residential amenity, the countryside or wildlife. It is 
considered that a little weight should be given to this.  

  
 Water quality and flood risk 
 
23.13 For the reasons given in paragraphs 15.1 and 15.2 it is considered that the 

proposed development would be unlikely to adversely affect water quality. It is 
considered that moderate weight should be given to this. 

 
23.14 For the reasons given in paragraphs 15.5 it has not been demonstrated that the 

proposed development is acceptable in flood risk terms. It is considered that 
moderate weight should be given to this.  

 
 Historic environment 
 
23.15 For the reasons given in paragraph 17.1 above, the development would not impact 

designated or non-designated heritage assets. It is considered that the weight that 
should be given is insignificant. 

 
 Flies, birds, vermin and litter 
 
23.16 For the reasons given in paragraphs 18.1 and 18.2 above, the development is 

unlikely to attract flies, vermin and scavenging birds or result in litter. It is 
considered that the weight that should be given is insignificant. 

 
 Contaminated land 
 
23.17 For the reasons given in paragraphs 19.2 and 19.3 the impacts of landfill gas 

migration have been assessed and appropriate mitigation measures secured by 
condition. It is considered that a little weight should be given to this. 

  
 Design and sustainable construction 
 
23.18 Apart from the scale of the boiler building and stack and lack of space for further 

landscape planting, the design of the proposed buildings is acceptable. It is 
considered that a little weight should be given to this. 
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 Planning balance 
 
23.19 It is considered that there is enough information before the WPA to enable it to 

make an informed decision on whether or not the proposed development is 
acceptable in land use planning terms. The following judgements have been 
reached taking into account the effect of mitigation which could be secured by 
planning conditions or would be in place through the environmental permit.  

 
23.20 It is considered that the following aspects of the development are positive and 

weigh in favour of the application being approved: 
 
 • The use of waste which cannot be recycled to generate energy (significant)  
 • Employment opportunities and contribution to the local economy (little).  
  
23.21 It is considered that the following aspects of the proposed development are neutral: 
 
 • Impact on air quality on human health (moderate) 
 • Noise (moderate) 
 • Designated ecological sites (moderate) 
 • Protected species (moderate) 
 • Water quality (moderate) 
 • Odour (little) 
 • Light (little) 
 • Dust (little) 
 • Contaminated land (little) 
 • Historic environment (insignificant) 
 • Pests and litter (insignificant). 
  
23.22 It is considered that the following aspects of the proposed development are 

negative: 
  
 • Proposed location not in accordance with MWLP Policy 4 or HLP policies LP10 

and LP19 (significant)  
 • The facility would not fill a capacity gap for treatment and energy recovery 

processes and could result in over-provision of energy from waste capacity in the 
MWLP area and result in waste being sourced contrary to the proximity principle 
(significant) 

 • Visual impact (significant)  
 • Habitat compensation and BNG (moderate) 
 • Surface water drainage (moderate) 
 • Construction traffic and operational traffic (little - moderate)  
 • Perception of health impacts particularly from pollution to air (little). 
 
23.23 The conclusions set out above are in respect of MLWP Policy 3 on the basis that 

the Medworth facility goes ahead and closes the capacity gap by 2031 as expected. 
If that argument is not accepted i.e. that it is not assumed that Medworth would fill 
the capacity gap, Thermeco’s proposed development would fill some of that gap 
and be in accordance with MWLP Policy 3 scenario (a). However, as set out in 
paragraph 23.3 compliance with Policy 3 is dependent on compliance with Policy 4. 
For the reasons also set out in paragraph 23.3 it is considered that the proposed 
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development does not comply with MWLP Policy 4 so even if in accordance with 
scenario (a) cannot comply with MWLP Policy 3 as a whole.   

 
23.24 The proposed development has been assessed against development plan policies 

and other relevant national policies and guidance. There are two factors that weigh 
in favour of the proposed development: the Government’s general policy aims of 
supporting low carbon energy generation including energy from waste and this has 
been afforded significant weight in the planning balance and the creation of 
employment and contribution to the local economy which is considered to be a 
benefit that should be afforded a little weight. As set out in paragraph 23.21 above 
the majority of factors are, with mitigation where necessary, considered to be 
neutral, and mostly afforded moderate or a little weight in the planning balance. The 
factors that have been identified as being negative aspects of the proposed 
development include those that carry the most weight i.e. the lack of need in the 
context of MWLP Policy 3; location in respect of MWLP Policy 4 and HLP policies 
LP10 and LP19; and landscape and visual impact. Other matters that weigh against 
the proposal are the failure to satisfactorily mitigate habitat loss and deliver 
adequate BNG; the failure demonstrate that the proposed surface water drainage 
system would cater for 3.3% and 1% AEP storm events; the relatively small 
increase in traffic that would be generated by the Thermeco plant itself; and the 
perception of harm within the local community. It is considered that together these 
factors outweigh the positive and neutral aspects of the proposed development and 
that for the reasons set out in this report the proposed development is not in 
accordance with the development plan taken as a whole and that there are no other 
material considerations that indicate that planning permission should be granted.  

 
23.25 It is considered likely that the LLFA’s objection (paragraph 6.20) could be resolved 

and the development could become acceptable in flood risk terms in compliance 
with the policies referred to in paragraph 15.6. In those circumstances surface 
water drainage would move from being a negative factor in paragraph 23.22 to 
being neutral in paragraph 23.21. It is possible that the objection on the grounds of 
habitat compensation and BNG (paragraph 6.18) could be overcome and could 
become a positive factor with the weight afforded dependent on the amount of BNG 
that would be delivered. In this scenario the balance between positive, neutral and 
negative factors would change but it is considered that it would not change enough 
to change the recommendation given the weight afforded to the lack of need, 
location and landscape and visual impacts. 

 

 
24. Recommendation 
 
24.1 It is recommended that planning permission is refused for the following reasons:  
 
 1. The proposed development does not comply with Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) Policy 3 because it is 
likely to result in over-provision of energy recovery capacity within Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough.  
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 2. The development of a waste management facility of the proposed scale in the 
countryside is not supported by Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan (July 2021) Policy 4 and Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2026 
(May 2019) policies LP10, LP19 and LP35. The small and insecure benefits of co-
location with the source of the feedstock do not outweigh the adverse landscape 
character and visual impacts of the proposed development.  

 
 3. The proposed development would have an unacceptable adverse impact on the 

character of the local landscape and have an unacceptable visual impact from 
recognised public viewpoints which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated so does not 
comply with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan 
(July 2021) Policy 17; Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2026 (May 2019) policies 
LP10, LP11, LP12, LP19 and LP31; and  National Planning Policy Framework 
(December 2024) paragraphs 187 and 187. 

 
 4. The proposal does not adequately mitigate or compensate for the loss of habitat 

and biodiversity that would be lost as a result of the proposed development and 
would not deliver measurable net gain in biodiversity proportionate to the scale of 
development proposed so does not comply with  Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) Policy 20; Huntingdonshire Local Plan 
to 2026 (May 2019) policy LP30; and National Planning Policy Framework 
(December 2024) paragraphs 187 and 193.  

  
 5. It has not been demonstrated that the proposed surface water drainage scheme 

would cater for the 3.3% and 1% Annual Exceedance Probability storm events so 
the proposed development could increase the risk of flooding and does not comply 
with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) 
Policy 22; Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2026 (May 2019) policies LP5 and LP15; 
and National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) paragraphs 181 and 
182. 

 
24.2 It is recommended that, should planning permission be refused and the applicant 

subsequently appeal, officers engage proactively with the appellant to seek 
resolution of reasons for refusal 4 (biodiversity net gain and habitat compensation) 
and 5 (surface water drainage). If, during the appeal process, satisfactory evidence 
is provided to address these matters in full, it is further recommended that the WPA 
formally withdraws these reasons for refusal. This approach would reduce the 
scope of dispute at inquiry, thereby minimising costs and time for both parties, while 
maintaining the authority’s position on the principal policy conflicts underpinning the 
recommendation for refusal. 

 
 

 Compliance with paragraph 39 of the National Planning Policy 
 Framework 
 
 The applicant did not seek formal pre-application advice but the WPA provided informal 

guidance on the scope of the environmental statement. Following submission the WPA 
worked with the applicant to ensure that the environmental statement met the 
requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
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Regulations 2017. The applicant has responded positively to advice from the WPA and 
statutory and technical consultees and submitted further information that addressed some 
of the concerns raised. However the economic and/or social benefits of the proposal are 
not considered sufficient to outweigh its adverse visual impact and the proposed 
development would not lead to an improvement in the environmental conditions of the 
area. 
 
 

 Source Documents 
 
 
 Link to the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2011 
 Link to the Waste Management Plan for England (2021) 
 Link to the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) 
 Link to the National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)  
 Link to the Energy from Waste A Guide to the Debate (Defra February 2014)  
 Link to the Residual waste infrastructure capacity note (Defra 30 Dec 2024) 
Link to the National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024)   

Link to the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) 
Link to the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 (May 2019) 
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Appendix 1 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (December 2024) 
 
 
Introduction 
 
4. The Framework should be read in conjunction with the Government’s planning 
policy for traveller sites, and its planning policy for waste. When preparing plans or 
making decisions on applications for these types of development, regard should also 
be had to the policies in this Framework, where relevant. 
 
5. The Framework does not contain specific policies for nationally significant  
infrastructure projects. These are determined in accordance with the decision-
making framework in the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and relevant national  
policy statements for major infrastructure, as well as any other matters that are  
relevant (which may include the National Planning Policy Framework). National  
policy statements form part of the overall framework of national planning policy, and  
may be a material consideration in preparing plans and making decisions on  
planning applications 
 
 
Achieving sustainable development 
 
7. The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of  
sustainable development, including the provision of homes, commercial  
development and supporting infrastructure in a sustainable manner. 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. At a similarly high level, members of the United Nations – 
including the United Kingdom – have agreed to pursue the 17 Global Goals for  
Sustainable Development in the period to 2030. These address social progress,  
economic well-being and environmental protection. 
 
8. Achieving sustainable development means that the planning system has three  
overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need to be pursued in  
mutually supportive ways (so that opportunities can be taken to secure net gains  
across each of the different objectives): 
 
a) an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive  
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right  
places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved  
productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure; 
b) a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by  
ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet  
the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering well-designed,  
beautiful and safe places, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect  
current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural  
well-being; and 
c) an environmental objective – to protect and enhance our natural, built and  
historic environment; including making effective use of land, improving  

Page 93 of 118



biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution,  
and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon  
economy. 
 
 
Decision-making 
 
39. Local planning authorities should approach decisions on proposed development 
in a positive and creative way. They should use the full range of planning tools 
available, including brownfield registers and permission in principle, and work 
proactively with applicants to secure developments that will improve the economic, 
social and environmental conditions of the area. Decision-makers at every level 
should seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible. 
 
 
Building a strong, competitive economy 
 
85. Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which 
businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on  
the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local 
business needs and wider opportunities for development. The approach taken 
should allow each area to build on its strengths, counter any weaknesses and 
address the challenges of the future. This is particularly important where Britain can 
be a global leader in driving innovation, and in areas with high levels of productivity,  
which should be able to capitalise on their performance and potential. 
 
 
Supporting a prosperous rural economy 
 
88. Planning policies and decisions should enable: 
 
a) the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both 
through conversion of existing buildings and well-designed, new buildings; 
b) the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural  
businesses; 
c) sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character  
of the countryside; and 
d) the retention and development of accessible local services and community  
facilities, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, open space,  
cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship. 
 
 
Promoting sustainable transport  
 
109. Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan-making 
and development proposals, using a vision-led approach to identify transport 
solutions that deliver well-designed, sustainable and popular places. This should 
involve: 
 
a) making transport considerations an important part of early engagement with local  
communities; 
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b) ensuring patterns of movement, streets, parking and other transport 
considerations are integral to the design of schemes, and contribute to making high 
quality places; 
c) understanding and addressing the potential impacts of development on transport 
networks; 
d) realising opportunities from existing or proposed transport infrastructure, and 
changing transport technology and usage – for example in relation to the scale,  
location or density of development that can be accommodated; 
e) identifying and pursuing opportunities to promote walking, cycling and public 
transport use; and 
f) identifying, assessing and taking into account the environmental impacts of traffic  
and transport infrastructure – including appropriate opportunities for avoiding and 
mitigating any adverse effects, and for net environmental gains. 
 
110. The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of 
these objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations which are 
or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a 
genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and 
emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However, opportunities to 
maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary between urban and rural areas, 
and this should be taken into account in both plan-making and decision-making. 
 
115. In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific  
applications for development, it should be ensured that: 
 
a) sustainable transport modes are prioritised taking account of the vision for the 
site, the type of development and its location; 
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; 
c) the design of streets, parking areas, other transport elements and the content of 
associated standards reflects current national guidance, including the National 
Design Guide and the National Model Design Code48; and 
d) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms  
of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated 
to an acceptable degree through a vision-led approach. 
 
116. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there  
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network, following mitigation, would be severe, taking into 
account all reasonable future scenarios. 
 
117. Within this context, applications for development should: 
 
a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme and 
with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating access to 
high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the catchment area for bus 
or other public transport services, and appropriate facilities that encourage public 
transport use; 
b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to all 
modes of transport; 
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c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope for 
conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street 
clutter, and respond to local character and design standards; 
d) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency  
vehicles; and 
e) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles  
in safe, accessible and convenient locations. 
 
118. All developments that will generate significant amounts of movement should be  
required to provide a travel plan, and the application should be supported by a  
vision-led transport statement or transport assessment so that the likely impacts of  
the proposal can be assessed and monitored. 
 
 
Achieving well-designed places 
 
131. The creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is  
fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve. Good  
design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates better places in which to  
live and work and helps make development acceptable to communities. Being clear  
about design expectations, and how these will be tested, is essential for achieving  
this. So too is effective engagement between applicants, communities, local  
planning authorities and other interests throughout the process. 
 
135. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments: 
 

a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short  
term but over the lifetime of the development; 
b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and  
effective landscaping; 
c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built  
environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging  
appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities); 
d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets,  
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and  
distinctive places to live, work and visit; 
e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate  
amount and mix of development (including green and other public space) and  
support local facilities and transport networks; and 
f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health  
and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users51;  
and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the  
quality of life or community cohesion and resilience. 
 
139. Development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it 
fails to reflect local design policies and government guidance on design54, taking 
into account any local design guidance and supplementary planning documents such 
as design guides and codes. Conversely, significant weight should be given to: 
 
a) development which reflects local design policies and government guidance on 
design, taking into account any local design guidance and supplementary  
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planning documents such as design guides and codes; and/or 
b) outstanding or innovative designs which promote high levels of sustainability, or 
help raise the standard of design more generally in an area, so long as they fit in  
with the overall form and layout of their surroundings. 
 
 
Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
 
161. The planning system should support the transition to net zero by 2050 and take 
full account of all climate impacts including overheating, water scarcity, storm and 
flood risks and coastal change. It should help to: shape places in ways that 
contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability 
and improve resilience; encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the 
conversion of existing buildings; and support renewable and low carbon energy and 
associated infrastructure. 
 
 
164. New development should be planned for in ways that: 
 
a) avoid increased vulnerability to the range of impacts arising from climate change.  
When new development is brought forward in areas which are vulnerable, care 
should be taken to ensure that risks can be managed through suitable adaptation  
measures, including through incorporating green infrastructure and sustainable  
drainage systems; and 
b) help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its location,  
orientation and design. Any local requirements for the sustainability of buildings in  
plans should reflect the Government’s policy for national technical standards. 
 
166. In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should expect 
new development to: 
 
a) comply with any development plan policies on local requirements for  
decentralised energy supply unless it can be demonstrated by the applicant,  
having regard to the type of development involved and its design, that this is not  
feasible or viable; and 
b) take account of landform, layout, building orientation, massing and landscaping to  
minimise energy consumption 
 
181. When determining any planning applications, local planning authorities should  
ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere. Where appropriate, applications  
should be supported by a site-specific flood-risk assessment. Development should  
only be allowed in areas at risk of flooding where, in the light of this assessment (and 
the sequential and exception tests, as applicable) it can be demonstrated that: 
 
a) within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest flood 
risk, unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location; 
b) the development is appropriately flood resistant and resilient such that, in the 
event of a flood, it could be quickly brought back into use without significant 
refurbishment; 
c) it incorporates sustainable drainage systems, unless there is clear evidence that 
this would be inappropriate; 
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d) any residual risk can be safely managed; and 
e) safe access and escape routes are included where appropriate, as part of an 
agreed emergency plan. 
 
182. Applications which could affect drainage on or around the site should 
incorporate sustainable drainage systems to control flow rates and reduce volumes 
of runoff, and which are proportionate to the nature and scale of the proposal. These 
should provide multifunctional benefits wherever possible, through facilitating 
improvements in water quality and biodiversity, as well as benefits for amenity. 
Sustainable drainage systems provided as part of proposals for major development 
should: 
 
a) take account of advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority; 
b) have appropriate proposed minimum operational standards; and 
c) have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable standard of  
operation for the lifetime of the development. 
 
 
Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
 
187. Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment by: 
 
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological 
value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified 
quality in the development plan); 
b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider 
benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and 
other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and 
woodland; 
c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access 
to it where appropriate; 
d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by 
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and 
future pressures and incorporating features which support priority or threatened 
species such as swifts, bats and hedgehogs; 
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 
possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 
quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin management 
plans; and 
f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and  
unstable land, where appropriate. 
 
 
Habitats and biodiversity 
 
193. 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 reasons70 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. 
 
 
Ground conditions and pollution 
 
196. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that: 
 
a) a site is suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and  
any risks arising from land instability and contamination. This includes risks  
arising from natural hazards or former activities such as mining, and any  
proposals for mitigation including land remediation (as well as potential impacts  
on the natural environment arising from that remediation); 
b) after remediation, as a minimum, land should not be capable of being determined 
as contaminated land under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1990; and 
c) adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent person, is  
available to inform these assessments. 
 
198. 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;  
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. 
 
199. Planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards 
compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into 
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account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and 
the cumulative impacts from individual sites in local areas. Opportunities to improve 
air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, such as through traffic and travel  
management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement. So far as 
possible these opportunities should be considered at the plan-making stage, to 
ensure a strategic approach and limit the need for issues to be reconsidered when 
determining individual applications. Planning decisions should ensure that any new  
development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones is consistent 
with the local air quality action plan. 
 
201. The focus of planning policies and decisions should be on whether proposed  
development is an acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or  
emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning  
decisions should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. 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. 
 
 
Proposals affecting heritage assets 
 
207. In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an 
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any 
contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the 
assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact 
of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment  
record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using  
appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is  
proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with  
archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to  
submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field  
evaluation. 
 
216. The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage 
asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing 
applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a 
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss 
and the significance of the heritage asset. 
 
218. Local planning authorities should require developers to record and advance  
understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part)  
in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this  
evidence (and any archive generated) publicly accessible. However, the ability to 
record evidence of our past should not be a factor in deciding whether such loss  
should be permitted. 
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Agenda Item No: 6 
 

 

Enforcement and Monitoring Update Report 2025  
 

To:    Planning Committee 
 
Date:    8 October 2025 
 
From:    Head of Planning  
 
Electoral division(s):  N/A  
 
 
Purpose: To update Planning Committee on the work of the 

Enforcement and Monitoring team between 1 January 2025 
and 1 September 2025. 

 
Recommendation: The Planning Committee is requested to note the content of 

this report and provide feedback to officers on what 
information they would like presented in future reports. 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Officer contact: 
Name: Bill Field 
Principal Enforcement and Monitoring Officer, County Planning, Minerals and Waste 
Email: Bill.Field@cambridgeshire.gov.uk  

Email: Tel: Phone: 07443 146604   
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1 Introduction 

 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to brief Planning Committee on the work of the 

Enforcement and Monitoring team within County Planning, Minerals and Waste 
(CPMW), which sits within the Environment, Planning and Economy service. The 
team is made up of the Principal Enforcement and Monitoring Officer / team leader, 
Monitoring and Control Officer and a Planning and Compliance Officer who also 
undertakes work within the development management function of CPMW 
determining planning applications.  
 

1.2 The full Enforcement and Monitoring update report has historically been prepared 
and presented to Planning Committee on a quarterly basis, unless there are no 
items on the Committee agenda in which case the Chair approves postponing the 
report until the Committee next convenes.  

 
1.3 The last full Enforcement and Monitoring update report was presented to members 

in February 2025 and covered the period 1 January 2024 to 31 December 2024. A 
shorter enforcement update report was brought before members on 5 March 2025 
which only provided updates on the Notices served by the team in the period 
between the reports, in line with the reporting requirements in the Scheme of 
Authorisation to Officers.  

 

1.4 The Council’s Scheme of Authorisation to Officers gives delegated authority to 
officers to issue planning contravention notices, enforcement notices, stop / 
temporary stop notices and breach of condition notices, relating to breaches of 
planning control for mineral and waste development, provided that any action taken 
is reported to the Planning Committee thereafter. The Scheme of Authorisation can 
be found on the Council’s webpages: Place and Sustainability Scheme of 
Authorisation July 2025. 

 

1.5 This report covers the full work of the team between 1 January 2025 and 1 
September 2025. The structure of the report is: section 2 covers the complaints 
received and investigated by the team in the reporting period; sections 3 to 6 
provide updates on the service of formal notices to address breaches of planning 
control; section 7 relates to appeals that are awaiting a decision from the Planning 
Inspectorate; sections 8 to 11 relate to Planning Contravention Notices (PCNS) 
served and, section 12 covers the proactive monitoring of mineral and waste sites. 

 

1.6 All enforcement decisions referenced in this report have been taken in accordance 
with statutory requirements under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended), the Council’s Scheme of Authorisation, and with due regard to human 
rights and proportionality. 

 

1.7 Members are invited to review the format and content of the report and give 
feedback on whether the content and level of information provided is sufficient and 
suggest amendments. 
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2 Complaints Received  
 
2.1 Between 1 January 2025 and 1 September 2025 the CPMW team received 21 new 

complaints for investigation. 
 
2.2            The CPMW team were already investigating an additional 11 preexisting 

complaints, giving a total of 32 complaints under investigation. At the time of writing 
this report, the status of the complaint investigations are: 

 

• 6 cases where notices have been served, 3 of which have been appealed to the 
Planning Inspectorate (Section 7 of the report on Appeals).  

• 8 cases are awaiting the submission or determination of a planning application 
which seeks to remedy the breach of planning control 

• 2 cases where a report recommending formal enforcement action is currently 
being prepared or reviewed by Pathfinder Legal  

• 10 cases remain under investigation. 
 
2.3 During the reporting period, 6 complaints that were under investigation were able to 

be closed because either there was no breach to pursue or, following intervention 
by CPMW, the breach of planning control was remedied. 

 
 

3       Formal Enforcement Action 

 
3.1 For the purposes of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) the 

issue of an Enforcement Notice (EN) or the service of a Breach of Condition Notice 
(BCN) constitutes taking formal enforcement action.  
 

3.2 All enforcement and breach of condition notices referenced in this report have been 
properly served in accordance with the requirements set out in the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and relevant statutory regulations. This 
section of the report section provides details of the investigations that led to the 
formal enforcement taken by CPMW within the reporting period 
 
 

4            Enforcement Notice and Stop Notice: Beats Lodge, Murrow 
 
4.1 Between 2020 and 2023 CPMW investigated unauthorised waste uses taking place 

at this rural site, without the necessary planning permission. As a result of the 
investigation a planning application, reference CCC/21/070/FUL was submitted for 
“Continued use of land for recycling inert waste including use of a screener; 
construction of an earth bund and material storage bays; and erection of a 
demountable building”. The application was refused in April 2022 owing to conflicts 
with policies in the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local 
Plan (MWLP), highways, transport and access issues and the failure to provide 
sufficient information on matters including surface water drainage and biodiversity 
impacts and net gain. The full details of the planning application and the decision 
notice with the reasons for refusal can be found by inserting the planning reference 
into the search field on the Council’s public access planning webpage: 
(https://planning.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/online-applications/). 
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4.2 The CPMW investigation was closed in September 2023 following site visits which 
confirmed that the waste uses had ceased and the grant of planning permission by 
Fenland District Council for the change of use of the land to a builder’s yard.  

 
4.3 In July 2024, the Environment Agency (EA) advised CPMW that waste was again 

being imported to the site for processing and a site visit confirmed that a crusher 
was being used to process waste. A letter was sent to the operator advising that 
further complaints had been received about activity at the site and that the 
importation, storage, processing of waste at the site should cease within 28 days 
otherwise officers would seek the authority to serve an Enforcement Notice (EN).  

 
4.4 Following further reports about noisy activity at the site and the processing of waste 

material using a crusher, and correspondence with a representative for the site 
commissioned to assist with waste/environmental permit matters, on 4 September  
2024, officers wrote to the operator to confirm that they were now seeking authority 
to serve an EN. 

 
4.5            On 28 February 2025 an EN was served on the site and those with an interest in 

the land, the EN was accompanied by a Stop Notice requiring the cessation of the 
unauthorised waste activities. The EN was not appealed and therefore took effect 
from 31 March 2025. 

 
4.6 Officers from CPMW visited the site on 2 April 2025 to check compliance with the 

formal notices and confirmed that the waste processing had ceased and the 
removal of waste from the land was taking place. CPMW officers conducted a 
further follow visit on the 8 August 2025 and found continued compliance and that 
considerable work had been undertaken to return the parcel of land to the rear of 
the site to a paddock. 

       
 

5               Enforcement Notice: Slate Hall Farm, Lolworth 

 
5.1 In February 2022, officers visited the above site and confirmed that inert waste was 

being imported, sorted and screened, without the necessary planning permission. 
The site had been registered with the Environment Agency (EA) as a waste Carrier, 
Broker, Dealer - Upper Tier and had an EA permit for this. Officers explained to the 
operator that operating a waste processing facility requires planning permission 
from the Council as the Waste Planning Authority (WPA) and also that a planning 
application waste uses would be contrary to the spatial constraints in Policy 4 of the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan (MWLP) 2021 
which directs new waste uses to set urban areas. Notwithstanding the advice given, 
the operator advised that they would submit a request for pre-application planning 
advice. 

 
5.2 The WPA’s pre-application planning advice response letter, dated 27 September 

2022 confirmed that the development was in conflict with the locational criteria in 
Policy 4 of the MWLP. The applicant advised that they still intended to submit a 
planning application to regularise the use of the site and would submit further 
information in support of the waste uses of the land and suggested that it would be 
premature to conclude that there was no reasonable prospect of the application 
being successful. Noting that the breach of planning control was not at risk of 
becoming immune from enforcement action and that there had been no complaints Page 104 of 118



received about the site, officers agreed to await the submission and outcome of a 
planning application before taking further action. 

 
5.3 The application for planning permission for the waste uses at the site, reference 

CCC/24/004/FUL, was submitted on 16 January 2024 and refused on 14 February 
2025 based on the conflict with Policy 4 of the MWLP which directs new waste uses 
to defined urban areas. The length of time taken to determine the application was to 
allow for all matters other than the conflict with the spatial polices in the 
Development Framework (such as biodiversity and surface water drainage matters) 
to be resolved. 

 
5.4            On 22 May 2025 an Enforcement Notice was served on owners and operators of 

the site in relation to an unauthorised change of use of the land.  
 
5.5 On 19 June 2025 an appeal was lodged with the Planning Inspectorate against the 

service of the Notice and on 15 August 2025 an appeal was lodged in relation to the 
refusal of planning permission. The Planning Inspectorate has advised that the 
appeal will be determined by way of an informal hearing but at the time of writing 
this report no date has been set for this. 

 
 

6              Breach of Condition Notice: Dernford Farm, Sawston  

 
6.1            Planning reference S/0201/16/CM the Council, as the Mineral Planning Authority, 

(MPA) granted permission for an agricultural reservoir, following the extraction of 
mineral from the above site. On commencement of the development, officers began 
proactively monitoring the site to check the progress of the development and 
compliance with the conditions. From November 2018 onwards, the MPA used the 
monitoring reports produced following site visits, and email correspondence to 
formally request the installation of the bird nesting deterrent measures on the island 
in the reservoir which was required by condition 32 of S/0201/16/CM. The condition 
was recommended as requirement of the Ministry of Defence (MOD) in order to 
ensure safety of aircraft from Duxford and Cambridge Airport by preventing bird 
strikes. 

 
6.2            In January 2018, the MOD provided a detailed description of the type of bird 

mitigation measures they considered were required. In May 2019, the MPA provided 
the site with an illustrative plan of how the measures required by condition 32 of 
S/0201/16/CM should look. 

 
6.3            The site was visited once a year and each monitoring report produced following the 

visit carried actions requiring the operator to install the bird mitigation measures 
required by condition 32. 

 
6.4            On 25 January 2022, the MPA emailed the site owner to remind them of their 

obligation to comply with the requirements of condition 32 of S/0201/16/CM. On 3 
May 2022, the MPA raised the requirement again at the annual site monitoring 
inspection, bringing it to the attention of a representative of Russell Smith Farms. A 
copy of the report highlighting the continued breach of condition 32 was sent to the 
same representative and it also highlighted that the operator was obliged, under 
condition 33, to complete the aquatic planting around the island.  
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6.5 On 18 May 2022, the MPA emailed the operator, to remind him that the bird nesting 
control measures so far undertaken were not effective and did not meet the 
requirements of condition 32 (and the Fourth Schedule of the Section 106 legal 
agreement) and that there might be a need to initiate formal enforcement action. 

 
6.6 After the monitoring visit conducted on 4 December 2023, a report was sent to the 

operator on 19 December 2023 where the outstanding breaches of conditions 32 
and 33 were highlighted and actions provided in order that the situation could be 
remedied. 

 
6.7            The following monitoring report, for a site visit conducted on the 20 June 2024, also 

contained actions relating to replacement planting on site. During these visits and 
contained within the subsequent reports, the MPA have shown considerable 
patience advising and encouraging the operator to address these on-going non-
compliances. 

 
6.8            The MPA advised in the monitoring report to the operator on 5 November 2024 that 

if the required bird nesting prevention measures were not installed, it would now 
look to move forward with enforcement action. This was reinforced in an email to 
the operator, dated 11 November 2024. 

 
6.9            Having given the owner/operator of the site reasonable time to address the on-

going requirements of conditions 32 and 33, a Breach of Condition Notice (BCN) 
was served on owners and operators of Dernford Farm Reservoir on the 15 August 
2025. 

 
6.10 On 25 September 2025 officers visited the site and confirmed that the bird nesting 

deterrents were now in place and further site visits will be arranged to check that 
the aquatic planting has been installed. 

 
 

7 Appeals 
 
7.1            Appeals against the service of Enforcement Notices are determined by the Planning 

Inspectorate (PINS) on behalf of the Secretary of State. This section of the report 
provides updates on the appeals that have been submitted to PINS.   

 
7.2 Land adjacent to Sandfield Bungalow, Mill Road, Fen Drayton  

 
An Enforcement Notice was served 5 June 2024 following refusal of an application 
for a Certificate of Lawfulness for waste uses at the site.  This was a complicated 
case where a number of certificate applications had been made in which the types 
of waste uses and activities that were claimed varied and the evidence that was 
provided to support the claims contained omissions and conflicts. The Council did 
not agree that the case for immunity had been made and the reasoning and 
decision were checked by Pathfinder Legal Services. The full details of the 
enforcement investigation that led up to this action can be found in previous 
enforcement and monitoring update reports to this Committee (Council and 
committee meetings - Cambridgeshire County Council > Committees > Council 
Committees > Planning Committee). 
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7.3 In response to a letter from CPMW dated 27 March 2025 querying the length of 
time taken to determine the appeal, PINS appointed an Inspector to determine the 
appeal. A site visit was conducted on 10 June 2025. 
 

7.4 On 19 June 2025 PINS upheld the appeal and granted a Certificate of Lawful Use 
or Development (CLEUD) for the ‘Storage of inert building site waste and 
occasional processing incidental thereto’. However, the Inspector considered that 
the evidence provided by the appellant supported the narrative of the appeal site 
having been used for the processing of waste materials for ten years preceding the 
application. The PINS decision letter is available on the planning Public access 
pages of our website, using the reference number: CLE/094/19. 

 
7.5 Land behind Corkers Crisps, Willow Farm, Pymoor, Ely 

 
Notice served 16 November 2023, appeal lodged 13 December 2023.  
Notice relates to waste uses at the site (deposit, processing and export). 
 
CPMW sent a letter to PINS on 27 March 2025 asking for an update on the appeal 
and their response on 31 March 2025 was that: 
 
 “……The Planning Inspectorate has been working to improve the handling times of 
appeals, focusing on specific areas at any given time. The handling times of 
planning appeals and more recently, enforcement and lawful development 
certificate appeals proceeding by the Inquiry or Hearing procedure, has improved 
significantly, with most appeals received and progressing this way, now being 
determined within 26 weeks. Unfortunately, this has meant an increased delay in 
determining enforcement and lawful development appeals proceeding by written 
representations. We do have a significant backlog of cases now waiting for a site 
visit by an Inspector.  
 
May I please take this opportunity to apologise for the time it is currently taking to 
determine these appeals. We do appreciate the importance of progressing these 
appeals and I can assure you that the focus is now moving to reducing backlogs in 
this area too, concentrating our resources on the oldest cases first. 
 
I'm afraid we are unable to respond to individual requests seeking updates on likely 
site visit dates for specific appeals. Our average handling times on GOV.UK provide 
a useful reference for how long appeals take from submission to decision. You are 
encouraged to seek to continue to explore opportunities with the Appellant to 
overcome or narrow the areas of dispute between you”. 
 

7.6 Land at The Pig Unit, Harthay Farm, Thrapston Road, Ellington 
 
Notice served 5 October 2023, appeal lodged 4 November 2023.  
Notice relates to waste uses at the site (deposit, processing and export). 
 
As above, CPMW sent a letter to PINS on 27 March 2025 asking for an update on 
the appeal and their response on 28 March 2025 was the same as sent in relation 
to the Corkers Crisps site, that: there has been an increased delay in determining 
enforcement and lawful development appeals by written representations, PINS has 
a significant backlog of cases waiting for a site visit by an Inspector and they can’t 
respond to requests seeking updates on specific appeals.  Page 107 of 118
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7.7 Advice from Pathfinder Legal Services is that there is a potential legal and 

reputational risk if appeals remain unresolved for extended periods, as prolonged 
delays may give rise to claims of unreasonable delay and could undermine the 
effectiveness of the Council’s enforcement actions.  
 

7.8 Officers from CPMW team continue to visit both sites and are working with the local 
district planning enforcement teams, to monitor activities taking place. 

 
 

8             Planning Contravention Notices 
 
8.1            During the monitoring period, 3 Planning Contravention Notices (PCN) have been 

served, details are in the sections below. 
 

Land at the junction of Goslings Drove and Two Pole Drove, Farcet 
 
8.2 On 6 November 2024, the CPMW team received an allegation that a site at 

Goslings Drove, Farcet was operating as a waste transfer station. A site visit 
confirmed that large scale and organised processing of inert construction and 
demolition waste was taking place and there is no planning permission in force for 
waste uses at the site.  

 
8.4 A PCN was served on both registered owners of the site on 12 February 2025 so 

that officers can establish all those with interest in the land and gather further 
information about the breach of planning control.  

 
8.5 A PCN meeting took place followed by the return of the completed PCN’s. The 

evidence in the PCN, along with further site visits have established that the 
unauthorised activity continues and a report seeking authority to proceed with 
formal legal action is nearing completion.  

 
8.6            The CPMW team aim to serve an Enforcement Notice on owners and operators of 

the site in the near future. The report containing the evidence, environmental 
impacts and legal position will be sent to Pathfinder Legal Services for review. 
 
 

9 Station Quarry, Steeple Morden  
 
9.1 The quarry has planning permission, issued on 31 January 2024, to extract and 

export chalk, reference CCC/23/034/VAR. Condition 25A of the permission relates 
to the phased restoration and management of the quarry and requires:  

 
“Within 6 months from the date of this decision, full details of the first phase of the 
restoration scheme, in so far as it relates to the application area relating to Station 
Quarry shown edged red on drawing number CCC/SM1 dated December 1999 
received 13 March 2000, together with a management scheme shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Mineral Planning Authority.”  

 
9.2 Following the date by which the scheme should have been submitted, and after 
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order to gather further information about the breach to inform whether it is 
necessary to pursue formal enforcement action.   

 
9.3            On the 26 February 2025 the CPMW team received a completed PCN from the 

operator. 
 
9.3 The CPMW team have met with the site operator to discuss and are awaiting the 

submission of a planning application to vary the existing permission and put forward 
a restoration scheme.  

 
 

10           The Old Grain Silo, Flagrass Hill Road, March 
 
10.1         In 2021, the CPMW team opened an investigation into whether the processing of 

                 construction and demolition (C&D) waste at the site needed planning permission.  
                 Officers contacted the operator of the site to advise of the need for planning 

permission to carry out waste processing activities.  
 
10.2 Following a visit to the site, the landowner advised CPMW that he allowed wood 

waste to be brought onto site to be shredded and then taken elsewhere but would 
stop any waste coming onto the site.   

 
10.3 No further activity was reported at the site until February 2024 when officers 

conducted an unannounced visit which confirmed that several stockpiles of waste 
including C&D waste, green and other waste (which contained metal angle fence 
posts and fencing) were on the site. Stockpiles of processed waste were also seen 
on site. The land owner was reminded that waste planning permission would be 
required for the waste uses on site, and even if an application were submitted, it 
would be unlikely to comply with the spatial policies in the MWLP. The land owner 
confirmed that no more groundworks material would be brought onto site, and that 
the focus of the site would be on farming. CPMW conducted a follow up visit on 6 
March 2024. No further activity or importation of material could be seen. 

 
10.4 A second follow up visit was conducted on 18 June 2024, after a complainant 

informed the CPMW team that a Waste Management company was registered at 
the site. During the visit it could be seen that further green and C&D waste had been 
imported and processed on site and a new pile of C&D waste stood where a 
previous stockpile of green waste had stood. On 19 June 2024 the operator was 
advised that further complaints had been received and if waste activity continued 
without the appropriate planning permission, further action would be taken.  

 
10.5 A further follow up visit on 31 July 2024 confirmed that significant changes to the 

site had taken place over a relatively short space of time. Investigations continued 
and on 21 October 2024, a joint visit was conducted with officers from CPMW and 
the EA. The visit confirmed that the operator had an EA waste permit for the site but 
were reminded that there was no planning permission in force. The operator advised 
that he had commissioned an agent to prepare a planning application but was 
reminded of previous advice given that permission was unlikely to be granted. A 
PCN was served on the owners and operators of the site on 8 January 2025.  
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10.6 The response to the PCN stated that the operator had commissioned a planning 
agent to submit an application, a report recommending formal enforcement action is 
currently being drafted. 

 
 

11           East Midlands Waste Management Limited, Saxon Pit, Whittlesey 
 

11.1 On 18 May 2025 the CPMW team received a complaint that Incinerator Bottom Ash  
(IBA) from Johnsons Aggregates, who are authorised to recycle IBA into an 
aggregate within Saxon pit, was being sold to East Midlands Waste Management 
Ltd (EMW) and processed in the open next to a lagoon which discharges water into 
the Kings Dyke water course. The complainant alleged that this operation had been 
taking place since 15 May 2025. 

 
11.2        On 22 May 2025, an email from the EA confirmed that EMW had obtained a permit   

from them to recycle metal at the Saxon Pit site and concerns were raised relating 
to the closeness of the lagoon to the IBA contaminated metals. The EA later 
confirmed that IBA material was stored close to the lagoon and it was suspected 
that processing of metal was taking place with the aid of a vehicular shovel. 

 
11.3 On 26 June 2025 a site visit confirmed that metal recycling was taking place and 

that material was been put through a screener without any dust suppression. In 
addition, complaints and concerns about the levels of dust being emitted from the 
site and the storage of dusty material in the open next to a lagoon have been raised 
with CPMW and the EA. 

 
11.4 Evidence confirmed that EMW were processing waste metal without planning            

permission and this was having a seriously detrimental impact on the amenity of the 
residents of Whittlesey living close to the site. The possible impact of the processing 
of material without mitigation near to the lagoon was also raised as a concern. 

 
11.5        A Planning Contravention Notice (PCN) was served on owners/operators of the site 
               on 21 July 2025 and returned on 22 August 2025. Although the unauthorised 

processing of waste has ceased, joint investigations with colleagues from the 
Environment Agency are ongoing. 

 
 

  12          Site Monitoring visits 1 January 2025 to 1 September 2025 
 
12.1         The Authority carries out proactive monitoring visits to check compliance with the  
                conditions set out in the grant of planning permissions for quarries and landfill sites  
                and levies fees for these visits, which are set out in the Town and Country Planning 

(Fees for Applications, Deemed Applications, Requests and Site Visits) (England) 
Regulations 2012 (as amended). The fees are currently £504 for each visit to an 
active site and £168 for inactive or dormant sites, or one which is in restoration. 

 
12.2         The amount of chargeable monitoring visits scheduled to be conducted within each  
                financial year is agreed in advance and all operators are notified of the proposed  
                number of visits. 
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12.3        Between 1 April 2024 and 31 March 2025 (the last financial year), officers completed 
the 67 scheduled monitoring visits for the financial year.  

 
12.4        The total income from the site visits conducted in the current (2025 – 26) financial 

year is expected to be in the region of £31,000.00.  
 
12.5         Other sites that are the subject of waste planning approvals, such as waste transfer   
                stations, waste recycling sites and scrap yards are also visited by officers in order to 

       assess compliance with the conditions set out in the grant of planning permission but      
       these are not chargeable and so are undertaken using a risk based approach. 
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        Agenda Item No: 7 

 

Summary of Decisions Made Under Delegated Powers 

To:    Planning Committee 

Date:    8 October 2025 

From: Head of Planning  

Electoral division(s):  All  

Purpose:   To consider the above. 

Recommendation: The Committee is invited to note the report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Contact: Deborah Jeakins 
Post: Business Manager, County Planning, Minerals and Waste 
Email: Deborah.Jeakins@cambridgeshire.gov.uk  
Tel: 07468 719657 
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1  Introduction 
  
1.1 At the committee meeting that was held on 31 January 2005, it was agreed that a brief 

summary of all the planning applications that have been determined by the Head of 
Strategic Planning, under delegated powers, would be provided. 
 

1.2 The Scheme of Delegation set out in Part 3D of the Council’s Constitution describes 
the extent and nature of the authority delegated to the Executive Director of Place 
and Sustainability to undertake functions on behalf of Cambridgeshire County 
Council.  The delegations are made either by the Full Council or one of its 
committees. The Executive Director considered it necessary and expedient, to 
authorise the Service Director Environment, Planning and Economy, Head of 
Planning and the Business Manager, County Planning, Minerals and Waste to 
undertake functions on his behalf.  These authorisations are included within a written 
schedule of authorisation published on the Council’s website which is available at the 
following link: https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/council/meetings-and-
decisions/council-constitution. 
 

1.3 The report contains a summary of the full planning permissions granted using 
delegated authority since the last report was presented to Planning Committee, along 
with details of applications for variations approved under Section 73 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  

 
1.4 This report does not reflect the decisions made in relation to the discharge of 

conditions following the grant of planning permission or non-material amendments to 
previously granted permissions.  
 

 

2. Summary of decisions 
 

2.1  The last delegated report was presented to Planning Committee on 5 March 2025. 13 
applications have been determined under delegated powers during the period 
between 28/02/2025 (when the last report went for publication) and 30/09/2025 (the 
date of drafting this report), details of this are set out below: 

 
1. CCC/23/125/FUL Proposed Anaerobic Digestion Plant, Associated Infrastructure, 

Lagoons and Feedstock Clamps 
 
Location: Rectory Farm Luddington In The Brook, Peterborough PE8 5QS 
 
Permission approved 11 March 2025 

 
Officer contact: Kathy Render on 07795 157990. 
 
 

2. CCC/23/125/FUL Installation of a mobile classroom building for a temporary 
period. 
 
Location: Townley Primary School Crown Road Christchurch Wisbech PE14 9NA 
 
Permission approved 17 March 2025 
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3. CCC/25/010/FUL Installation of a replacement mobile classroom building for a 
temporary period (Retrospective) 
 
Location: Eastfield Infant And Nursery School, Pig Lane, St Ives PE27 5QT 
 
Permission approved 27 March 2025 

 
Officer contact: Steven Weemes on 07818 577122. 
 
 

4. CCC/25/015/VAR Erection of a 7-bay (Approx. 21m x 8.7m) mobile classroom 
building for a temporary period. 
 
Informative: This application seeks to retain the existing 7 bay mobile classroom 
unit without compliance with condition 1 of planning application CCC/20/019/FMW 
until on or before 31 August 2031, or within one month of the occupation of the 
new school block , whichever is sooner. 
 
Location: Robert Arkenstall Primary School, Camping Close, Haddenham CB6 
3UA 
 
Permission approved 27 March 2025 

 
Officer contact: Steven Weemes on 07818 577122. 
 
 

5. CCC/24/056/FUL Importation of inert waste to restore former sand and gravel 
excavations to agriculture and nature conservation afteruse with revised final 
restored contours (part retrospective) 
 
Location: Kennett Hall Farm Quarry, Turnpike Road, Kennett CB8 7QX 
 
Permission approved 14 April 2025 

 
Officer contact: Helen Wass on 07771 972694. 
 
 

6. CCC/23/152/FUL Extension to landfill gas utilisation plant and the installation of 
three carbon filters 
 
Location: Landfill Gas Extraction Site, Buckden South Landfill, Station Farm, 
Brampton Road, Buckden, PE19 5UH 
 
Permission approved 28 May 2025 

 
Officer contact: Helen Wass on 07771 972694. 
 

 
7. CCC/23/151/VAR Planning application to retain and operate landfill gas utilisation 

plant and compound for a further 20 years until 31st December 2038 
Informative: Section 73 planning application seeking to vary condition 2 of 
planning permission H/5014/18/CW to allow changes to the site layout and 
replacement and additional plant 
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Location: Landfill Gas Extraction Site, Buckden South Landfill, Station Farm, 
Brampton Road, Buckden, PE19 5UH 
 
Permission approved 28 May 2025 

 
Officer contact: Helen Wass on 07771 972694. 
 
 

8. CCC/25/006/VAR Section 73A planning application to continue the importation of 
controlled inert wastes for the buttressing, stabilisation and restoration of a former 
mineral extraction face together with an associated waste reception area. 
 
Location: Land At Saxon Pit, Peterborough Road, Whittlesey, PE7 1PD 
 
Permission approved 28 May 2025 
 
Officer contact: Alex Rankine on 07765 586420. 
 
 

9. CCC/24/121/VAR Full permission for part of a new secondary school comprising 
4 forms of entry (600 pupils) with 8 form of entry core facilities; indoor sports 
facility building, a 150 pupil Special Educational Needs and Disability School 
(SEND) with post 16 accommodation provision; electricity sub-station; car and 
cycle parking, hard landscaped playing courts, playing fields, access, landscaping 
and ancillary development. 
 

Outline permission: for the remaining part of the secondary school comprising 4 
forms of entry (600 pupils) to create an 8 form of entry school (1,200 pupils), and 
expansion of the SEND school buildings to provide specialist autism and Post 19 
accommodation (50 pupils), car and cycle parking, playing fields, landscaping and 
ancillary development. 
 
Informative: Section 73 application to vary Conditions 4 (Approved Plans and 
Documents (Full and Outline)), 6 (Construction Phase Health and Safety Plan 
(CPHSP)  Phase 1), 7 (Transport and Traffic Management Plan  Phase 1), 8 
(External Plant Phase 1), 9 (Kitchen Extraction or Air Intake System Phase 1), 15 
(Cycle Parking Details Phase 1), 16 (Hard and Soft Landscaping  Phase 1), 17 
(Grassed Areas Enhancement  Phase 1), 18 (Construction Environment 
Management Plan (for Biodiversity)  Phase 1), 19 (Landscape and Biodiversity 
Management Plan  Phase 1), Condition 22 (Secondary School External Materials  
Phase 1 ), 24 (Secondary School Architectural Details Phase 1), 29 (Foul and 
Surface Water Drainage Phase 1), 30 (Surface Water Drainage  Construction 
Phase), 31 (BREEAM Design Stage  Phase 1), 32 (BREEAM Post-Construction 
Stage Phase 1), 33 (Photovoltaic Panels  Phase 1) and 37 (Site Waste 
Management  Phase 1) of CCC/21/262/FUL, by amending the design and location 
of the secondary school, and associated works. 
 
Location: Alconbury Weald Education Campus, Ermine Street, Alconbury Weald, 
PE28 4WX 
 
Permission approved 6 June 2025 
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10. CCC/24/107/FUL Erection of new building to provide breakfast club, afterschool 
club, holiday club, pre-school and flexible teaching space with solar panels, air 
source heat pumps, air conditioning, associated external works and landscaping 
for the use of Willingham Primary School 

 
Location: Willingham Primary School, Thodays Close, Willingham CB24 5LE 
 
Permission approved 19 June 2025 
 
Officer contact: Debra Creek on 07388 371246. 
 
 

11. CCC/25/064/FUL Retrospective application for ventilation equipment and fence 
enclosure 
 
Location: Witchford Village College, Manor Road, Witchford, CB6 2JA 
 
Permission approved 14 July 2025 
 
Officer contact: Debra Creek on 07388 371246. 
 
 

12. CCC/25/082/VAR Creation of wetland habitat following excavation and processing 
of sand and gravel. Informative: Section 73 planning application to vary condition 
A3 of planning permission H/5006/19/CM to extend the duration of the permission 
from 31 December 2030 until 31 December 2038. 
 
Location: Needingworth Quarry, Bluntisham Road, Needingworth, PE27 4TA 
 
Permission approved 19 August 2025 
 
Officer contact: Alex Rankine on 07765 586420. 
 
 

13. CCC/25/083/FUL Use of land for processing end of life vehicles involving 
depollution, dismantling, recycling and parts storage. Informative: Planning 
application for the permanent retention of the end-of-life vehicle facility following 
temporary planning permission reference F/2000/19/CW 

 
Location: Unit B & Unit 1B Westons Yard, Ramsey Road, Pondersbridge, PE26 
2TW 
 
Permission approved 3 September 2025 
 
Officer contact: Alex Rankine on 07765 586420. 
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