
Dear Sirs, 
 
Ref: EN010011:  Rookery South Pit, near Stewartby, Bedfordshire. 
 
In November I registered as an interested party regarding the above planning 
application.   
 
I write again to urge you to refuse consent for the proposed Rookery South Energy 
from Waste Generating Station (EfW).  In reviewing the application, I urge you not 
to be guided solely by what is legally permissible, but also by what is morally the 
right thing to do.  The detrimental impacts of the EfW will far outweigh any of its 
supposed benefits, and I appeal to you to do the morally right thing and refuse 
consent. 
 
My objections to the EfW at Rookery South Pit are as follows (bibliographic 
references are included at the end of the document): 
 

1. I am concerned that the emissions from the stack will have a harmful effect 
on both the physical and psychological health of local residents (and on 
those living beyond the local area too, as airborne nano-sized toxic 
emissions from the stack will be carried around the globe).  The recurrent 
presence of the meteorological phenomenon of temperature inversion 
within the Marston Vale will lead to an accumulation of the emissions over 
the local area, during the 30+ lifetime of the EfW, and this alone should 
persuade you that this is the wrong place for any incinerator, let alone for 
the massive EfW that has been proposed by Covanta.   
 
When the brickworks were in operation, smoke from the chimneys would 
hang in the area, making the air smell of sulphur.  Respiratory conditions, 
such as asthma, were exacerbated, and since the brickworks shut down for 
many their conditions have improved.  It is known that temperature 
inversion can compound air pollution problems over an area and cause 
health problems, please see McDonald, et al. (1951) and their study of coal 
smoke for further details.  

 
2. I am concerned that checks on the plant will not be sufficient (even if they 

meet national or European standards) to guarantee safe air quality for local 
residents.  I have heard that a Covanta representative, while speaking to 
residents at Stewartby village hall, as part of the consultation process, 
stated that Covanta will be permitted ‘x’ number of breaches each year.  If 
this is true, this would understandably be of concern to local residents who 
would be breathing in the toxic fallout from these breaches.  Even if 
Covanta were to stick conscientiously to the legal emissions levels, little is 
known about the long term impact on health of nanoparticles which would 
be included in the emissions coming from the stack.  Lack of research and 
understanding into the effects of nanoparticles on health and the 
environment does not mean that nanoparticles are safe.   

 



In the past, cigarette brands, such as Craven ‘A’ advertised their cigarettes 
as having health benefits (eg “Craven ‘A’ […] kind to your throat” – you can 
find this on Google by searching for ‘craven A images’).  This assertion by 
Craven ‘A’ seems laughable now, but the joke sours when you consider 
people die from throat cancer caused by cigarette smoke.  The point I’m 
trying to make is that we should know better now, and learn from the 
mistakes from the past.  In the absence of sufficient scientific evidence, 
surely it is better to act with caution regarding a decision that may lead to 
millions of tonnes of toxic emissions being spewed from an incinerator for 
over a generation, maybe more. 
 
Nanoparticles are known to be able to enter the body via the lungs and 
travel to other organs in the body (Ferin, et al., 1992), and that toxins 
entering the body via the lungs can cause changes in the coagulability of 
the blood (Seaton, et al., 1995).  As nanoparticles can breach the lungs’ 
defences, and travel to other sites in the body, affected individuals do not 
necessarily die of lung-related diseases, but can go on to die of seemingly 
unrelated illnesses such as a heart disease some time after exposure 
(Dockery, et al., 1993; Pope, et al., 1995). Nanoparticles are used in many 
products nowadays (eg Sunscreen), but it’s when they are inhaled they are 
thought to be at their most hazardous.   
 
For a review of the current understanding of the hazard of nanoparticles, 
and a cautionary viewpoint, please see Seaton, et al. (2010).  The science 
is a bit heavy going, but I feel the following sentence sums up what I would 
encourage you to consider when examining the EfW application, Seaton, et 
al. (2010, p2) write, “The warning is this: it is not necessary to understand 
mechanisms before taking steps to prevent an occupational or 
environmental disease, and too great a focus on mechanisms alone, though 
scientifically interesting, may distract from applying preventive measures.”  I 
would prefer not to inhale these nanoparticles in the first place, than to wait 
for science to prove how they breach the lungs’ defences and cause fatal 
diseases.  Please consider the future health of local residents who neither 
want nor need the EfW.  I feel it would be better to do the right thing now, 
by refusing the application, than to treat residents as if they were laboratory 
‘guinea pigs’ and wait to find out later that a planning application decision 
made in 2011 resulted in the poisoning of a generation. 
 

3. Marston Vale Millennium Country Park is home to a diverse range of 
wildlife, including rare bird species, such as the Bittern (I know it’s here 
because I’ve seen it for myself, on a freezing cold day last winter).  Also 
attracted to the wetlands in the summer, is the Hobby.  I grew up in this 
valley and it was around the various water-filled pits and disused truck 
railways that I learned a deep appreciation and respect for wildlife and its 
tenacious ability to reclaim the scarred landscape, turning it into something 
utterly beautiful and tranquil.  This area might look flat and boring but it is 
an amazing habitat for wildlife and should be cherished not blighted by 
insensitive and unnecessary projects.   



 
Local residents use the Park for sports and leisure, and the last thing they 
want is an EfW causing noise, light and air pollution where currently there 
is none.  Not to mention the eyesore that the EfW would present.  The 
Rookery South Pit is so close to the Park that the huge EfW would 
detrimentally impact on both the wildlife habitat and the rural aspect of the 
Park and the surrounding area, and for this reason I urge you to refuse the 
application. 

 
4. The Marston Vale is being re-forested for future generations – a huge 

incinerator in the middle of the forest would be insensitive to the aspirations 
of local residents.  We want to leave the landscape in better condition for 
future generations.  Local residents do not have expensive or impressive 
lawyers and cannot bamboozle you with amazing scientific claims, but we 
have the passion and vision to ensure that this scarred landscape 
becomes the beauty spot that it deserves to be. Please refuse the 
application and help local residents realise their aspirations, so that future 
generations can be proud of what we can achieve.  

 
5. Open air storage of the toxic ash seems to me to be an inappropriate 

storage method for preventing the ash from being blown on the breeze to 
the surrounding area.  Also, I have grave concerns about how this ash will 
be transported and to where or to whom!  No one wants this toxic ash, it’ll 
become a liability, so please prevent it from ever being produced here, by 
refusing the application.  No incinerator, no toxic by-product – it’s that 
simple. 
 

6. The EfW lights will cause light pollution in the night sky, disturbing an 
otherwise unlit and tranquil non-industrial environment.   

 
7. The massive EfW will be a blot on the rural landscape. It will dominate 

views from the historic Ampthill Park and elsewhere from the perimeter of 
the valley.  This will hamper local plans to create a tourist and leisure 
destination. 

 
8. I understand that the proposed height of the stack was reduced.  I would 

think that residents living downwind (to the North East) of the EfW would 
want the stack to be as tall as possible to carry emissions away from them!  
Presumably the original height of the stack was for a good reason?!  
Reducing the height of the stack for commercial reasons (even though I 
understand the height was reduced for aircraft safety) does not instil 
confidence for residents that would wish concerns about their health and 
wellbeing to be a priority.  I realise we don’t want to put aircraft at risk 
either, so it seems an impossible situation in which to make both parties 
happy (and safe), and is therefore another issue specific to the Rookery 
South Pit location which should persuade you to refuse the application.  
Rookery South Pit is the wrong place for this incinerator. 

  



9. Operating noise will carry beyond the EfW to the surrounding area, 
disturbing the peace and tranquillity of the local area.  I suspect it is 
unlikely to be deafening noise, however constant or intermittent noise at 
night, even at low decibels, in an area where there is little background 
noise will cause upset and stress.  In particular I’m thinking of the residents 
of Stewartby, as they are further from the road noise generated by the 
A421 than Marston Moretaine may encounter.  Stewartby is also downwind 
(if the wind is from the prevailing South West) of the Rookery South Pit 
site, so noise would carry towards them.   
 
During daylight hours birdsong and general sound of people going about 
their daily business may drown out some of the plant noise but that is when 
the lorries will be active, and then the noise pollution will relate to them!  
The incinerator would ruin the tranquillity and rural character of the area. 

   
10. Lorries travelling to and from the EfW will cause noise (general road noise, 

rattling and banging of lorry bodywork, air brakes, engine noise, warning 
signals like ‘this vehicle is reversing’ or beeps or sirens, diesel-fumes 
related pollution and then there’s the ‘accidental’ littering along local roads 
and hedgerows (litter blown from open-topped lorries – usually when the 
lorries are ‘empty’ after dropping off waste).   
 
One of the unwelcome realities of having lorries bringing rubbish to the 
nearby landfill site off Green Lane, Stewartby, is litter along our road 
verges and hedgerows.  Should you have the opportunity, please take a 
look along the southerly hedgerow and grass verge along the westbound 
carriageway of the erstwhile A421, between Green Lane and Marston 
Moretaine.  You will discover the litter to which I refer, much of which has 
been blown from empty lorries which do not use a net when they are 
‘empty’ to keep the remnants from escaping in the air turbulence generated 
by them as they drive along.  I have seen this happening plenty of times to 
know that that is how so much litter ends up in that particular hedgerow.  I 
do not want to see an increase in the litter along local hedgerows, so 
please refuse this application. 

 
11. Incineration is not a sustainable solution, and should not be viewed as a 

better solution than landfill.  Burning finite resources is not better than 
burying them.  Both are wasteful solutions.  It is so much better to recycle, 
reuse or ideally to reduce the production of materials that will end up as 
non-reusable or non-recyclable waste in the first place. 
   

12. Recycling, reusing and reducing waste are more sustainable solutions.  
EfW is out of step with the excellent recycling habits of local residents and 
the local waste strategy.  Bedfordshire residents already separate their 
waste for recycling and composting.   Incineration is the lazy option, not the 
best option.  Local residents do not want the EfW and will not use it. For 
decades, Marston Valley has taken its share of waste from elsewhere, into 
landfill sites.  I know I am not alone in believing that it is time to let 



Bedfordshire deal with its own waste, and not to have to take on waste 
from other areas without local residents’ consent.  To this end, the 
Bedfordshire Energy and Recycling (BEaR) Project is seeking proposals 
for sustainable solutions to landfill.  Incineration may have a role to play, 
but I sincerely hope that it is not a large part!  We certainly do not need a 
monster-sized incinerator which does not fit with local waste management 
objectives and ideals.  Please refuse the application on the grounds that 
local people do not want and will not use the facility.  It would be 
undemocratic and immoral to force local residents to have this EfW. 

 
13. Incineration will stifle innovation and hinder the development of truly 

sustainable solutions.  The EfW would need constant ‘feeding’, and I 
strongly believe that this would deter genuine recycling and/or reuse.  
Especially in other regions who will be able to off-load their waste onto 
Bedfordshire, while perversely Bedfordshire residents will continue to 
increase efforts to do the right thing by recycling and reusing as much as 
possible.  The incinerator would therefore generate a conflict of interests, 
and I fear recycling and reuse would become the secondary objective 
rather than the primary objective of waste management schemes.  This 
would be totally unacceptable, and in the interests of more sustainable 
solutions I urge you to refuse this application.  
 

14. It has been suggested that residents in the immediate vicinity may benefit 
from reduced electricity costs.  It remains unclear how this would actually 
happen, but cheaper electricity bills would never be an incentive for me to 
accept the proposed EfW.  As efforts to recycle and reduce waste 
increase, then the EfW would become redundant – and the building of such 
a facility would be an expensive waste of money, and would remain a toxic 
scar on the landscape and a liability for future generations (a liability both 
in terms of toxic by-products (fly ash) and probably financial debt too) . 

 
15. It has also been suggested that the EfW would create local jobs.  However, 

Sustainable long-term employment can be better achieved through the 
generation of innovative businesses which recycle or reuse materials.  This 
employment would not be based on the destruction of the planet’s precious 
resources, but on the sustainable reuse of them.  Local jobs would be 
created to deal with local waste.  This would be a much better, sustainable 
solution than burning waste.   

 
16. House prices in the area would be detrimentally affected by the EfW, as 

the EfW would stigmatise the surrounding area.  People would not want to 
live in, or visit, an area where other places send their waste to be 
incinerated.  Future tourists, and possibly employers (if potential 
employees wouldn’t want to live or work here), would shy away from the 
area.  We don’t want the EfW, we don’t need it and we won’t use it, 
therefore it would be totally unacceptable to force it on us.  

 



17. Covanta’s consultation efforts appear not to have included residents of 
Bedford, a large population likely to be affected by emissions from the 
stack.  This lack of consultation is unfortunate!  No one I know wants this 
incinerator – even if they haven’t written their objections, it doesn’t mean 
they don’t object.  For every one of the thousand or so interested parties 
there are many more who object but were put off by the rigid bureaucratic 
process imposed by the IPC whereby objections have to be in writing.  
Please do not underestimate the extent of local opposition to the proposed 
EfW, and the misery and upset it would cause if the proposal were to be 
accepted.  Even in the application stages it is causing stress and anxiety to 
local residents.  Please do not make their fears a reality.  Please give full 
consideration to the objections you receive from local people, and refuse 
this application. 

 
For the reasons above, I believe the IPC should refuse consent for the proposed 
EfW at Rookery South. 
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Yours faithfully 
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