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Summary of Main Objections to the Project Proposal 

1 The Proposed Development  
Determination as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP); we do not believe the scheme 
conforms to the purpose and requirements of the Planning Act 20081 in that it is not of national 
significance, the relocation being unnecessary as it replaces the fully functioning current plant at 
Cowley Road in Cambridge which has sufficient capacity. 

It does not meet the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)2 criteria to contribute to nationally 
significant housing or the National Policy Statement for Waste Water3and is an inappropriate 
development on protected Green Belt. 

It does not conform to the Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire Local Plans 20184 or to 
the Greater Cambridge Shared Planning Local Plan First Proposals.5 

The proposed development is not in line with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined 
Authority’s draft Sustainability Growth Ambitions Statement.6 

2 Design impact 
The environmental impact of the scheme as proposed is unacceptable in relation to the Layout and 
Design, Access and Highways, Pipeline and Transfer Tunnel construction routes, Landscaping, 
impact on Cultural Heritage, Odour, Carbon footprint, Biodiversity, Rights of Way and Recreational 
Opportunities and Local Communities.  
 
The employment of the “Rochdale Envelope”7 approach is inappropriate.  
Details on the choice of technology and design, and other elements such as the exact location of the 
outfall and heights and depths of structures should be available at this stage to allow full engagement 
between residents and the Applicant. Reduction in the height of the perimeter earthworks and new 
information on the position of the transfer tunnel under the River Cam and the Waterbeach pipeline 
have been introduced without previous discussion with residents. 
Feasibility studies which underpin site selection and design have not been available to us.  
The Discovery Centre is unnecessary and adds to parking, which should be sited within the 
earthworks bank. The Gateway Building should be reduced in size; its mass and industrial design is 
inappropriate in a rural setting. 
Anglian Water’s wish to create a “strong identity” for the plant is contrary to residents’ wish for 
concealment. 

3 Location 
The project would be an inappropriate development on Green Belt and contrary to National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF),8 South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) Local Plan 2018 and 
Greater Cambridge Emerging Local Plan 2021. It does not reflect the aspirations of Greater 

 
1 Planning Act 2008  
2 National Planning Policy Framework revised 20 July 2021 
3 National Policy Statement for Waste Water 9 February 2012 
4 Cambridge Local Plan October 2018; South Cambridgeshire Local Plan September 2018 
5 Greater Cambridge local plan - First Proposals 13 December 2021 
6 Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Combined Authority Draft Sustainability Growth Statement 26 
November2021 
7 National Infrastructure Planning advice note 9 section 1.2 and 3.4 
8 NPPF Para 137 to 151 – Protecting Green Belt Land 
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Cambridge Shared Planning (GCSP) to protect and improve Green Spaces9 and its reference to the 
Wicken Fen Vision in Natural Cambridgeshire10 - the Local Nature Partnership.  No exceptional 
circumstances have been demonstrated and the openness and other purposes of Green Belt Policy are 
impacted.   
The proposal for construction traffic to access the site from the narrow, C class Horningsea Road 
would change the rural setting of the entrances to both Horningsea and Fen Ditton villages. 
The view of a huge industrial site from the A14 when approaching Cambridge from the east is not 
worthy of the historic city of Cambridge. 

There has been a failure to consider a full range of alternative sites, including sites outside the Green 
Belt. This includes considering the feasibility to retain the current site at Cowley Road; more than 
50% of those responding to the Phase 1 Consultation expressed a wish for the plant to remain there. 

Anglian Water has not consulted in sufficient depth on site access and appear to have chosen a 
permanent access from the A14 Junction 34/Horningsea Road without due consideration of views 
expressed by those who responded to the Phase 2 Consultation. 

4 Future Planning 

The scheme fails to make adequate provision for Future Population growth, having similar capacity to 
the existing site at Cowley Road. Based on population predictions capacity might be reached within 
20 years requiring extension outside the earthworks or a new site; poor return for harm to the Green 
Belt and financial cost.  
It does not include sufficient detail on the provision for Climate Change or Future Change in 
Environmental Standards (including capacity calculations). It gives little detail on the capacity 
increase needed for secondary sludge treatment for the planned increase in imported sludge.  

5 Land 

There is insufficient evidence for the Grant of Compulsory Purchase Powers (CPO), including 
Deliverability Funding. AW has chosen to leave a viable facility and build a new plant for no 
operational reason. 

There is insufficient information on the temporary land-use management during construction of 
transfer pipeline and transfer tunnel and their restitution, especially where this involves agricultural 
land.  

AW confirms that there will be a permanent loss of agricultural land11 at a time when food security12 
is a priority, this loss cannot be justified. 

6 Further Studies and Mitigation 
Further studies and improved mitigation are required and should be made available for review before 
submission of the DCO and formal commitment on these should be made by Anglian Water.  More 
details of the mitigation required are given below. 

 
9 Topic Paper Biodiversity and Green Spaces GCLP -PPSE September 2021 
10 Natural Cambridgeshire -The local nature partnership map one -nature network priority areas 
11 PEI Agricultural Land and Soil Resources Page 3 
12 NFU -Ukraine conflict: the risks and mitigation for UK food security April 2022 
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Detail of objections and recommendations 

1 The Proposed Development  

1.1 Determination as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP); the proposal does not 
meet the criteria of the Planning Act 2008. The proposed North East Cambridge Area Action Plan 
(NECAAP) has not reached the consultation stage required by the Act’s Regulation 19 and therefore 
its proposal for housing cannot be used as justification for the proposed CWWTP relocation. While 
AW claims the relocation is predicated on NECAAP, Greater Cambridge Share Planning has 
stated that the relocation of the Cambridge WWTP is not a “requirement” of the North-East 
Cambridge Area Action Plan and must not be referred to as such.13 

SCDC Local Plan 2018 policy NH/3 Protecting Agricultural Land requires development which would 
lead to loss of agricultural land to be permitted only when land has been allocated in the Local Plan. 
The area known as Honey Hill was not allocated for development in the 2018 SCDC LP or in the 
proposed LP 2021. 

The National Planning Policy Framework 2021 gives strong protection to the Green Belt and SCDC 
Local Plan Policy NH/8 requires that any development proposals on the Green Belt have no adverse 
effect on the rural character and openness of the Green Belt. 

The development does not meet Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority’s 
(CPCA) new performance indicators in its Sustainable Growth Ambitions Statement in tackling 
Climate Change, reducing carbon emissions and maintaining or increasing the number of publicly 
open green spaces. 

1.2 Site Selection 

Anglian Water put forward a short list of three sites for public consultation, all of which were in the 
Cambridge Green Belt and located closer to surrounding villages than the existing plant. The close 
proximity to villages in each case and differences in population determined an imbalanced public vote 
on preferred site, none of the residents of the villages voting for the plant to be on their own doorstep. 
As a whole population, Anglian Water reported only 10% of respondents were in strong support of a 
relocation and 53% of respondents were against it14. 
Anglian Water approached the site selection process with a predetermined budget awarded by Homes 
England, thus economy has been a key consideration and limiting factor throughout. Determining 
economic factors have included: length of transfer tunnels required; additional odour mitigation 
measures relating to proximity of the plant to larger populations; the least number of residents to be 
affected, alongside opportunities for mitigation measures15. 

The final site selected, Site no.3 and now proposed for the relocation of the Waste Water Treatment 
Works, is known locally as Honey Hill. Anglian Water’s own Environmental Assessment identified 
that a new industrial plant on this site amongst the three would have the most significant impact in 
terms of purpose of Green Belt, landscape and historical assets and that ‘at best, mitigation measures 

 
13 Greater Cambridgeshire Shared Planning comments on EIA Scoping Report Page 6 reference 21.04640.SCOP 
14 Phase 1 Consultation Summary Report 
15 PEI Introductory Paper 2022 
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would be able to reduce the RAG rating from Red to Amber’16. It is the most exposed of the three 
sites. 

The site boundary proposed is within 500m of three Conservation Areas containing historic villages, 
whose rural setting, scale, character and identity are established as key characteristics and qualities of 
the Green Belt to be protected17; and within 1km of at least 15 listed buildings, including high status 
Grades I and II* and a Registered Park and Gardens (National Trust)18; Strategic Green Infrastructure 
including the River Cam Corridor, National Trails, an SSSI site and the National Trust’s Wicken Fen 
Vision19 - a project well underway to extend this National Nature Reserve.  

The site area identified by Anglian Water for the relocation is within the area of land intended to form 
the southern boundary and access gateway to the Wicken Fen National Nature Reserve for Cambridge 
residents, already identified within the existing Local Plan as highly valuable future Strategic Green 
Infrastructure to be protected and supported20. 

This controversial decision by Anglian Water to short list sites in the Green Belt only, and the final 
site selected at Honey Hill, conflicts with National Planning Policy including councils’ responsibility 
to retain and enhance landscapes and visual amenity in the Green Belt21. In addition, it jeopardises the 
Aims and Vision and many Policies laid out in both the existing and emerging Local Plans including 
the protection and enhancement of Green Belt, Historical Assets and Strategic Green Infrastructure22.  

Throughout the PEI documentation it is considered the impact on Green Belt, landscape and visual 
amenity, strategic green infrastructure, historical assets and community have been underestimated in 
terms of both temporary and permanent impact. Further, that mitigation measures beyond the 
immediate site area such as tree and hedgerow planting are unambitious; views within 1km as well as 
from more distant viewpoints will include extensive industrial plant protruding above proposed 
landscaping and tree planting across the breadth of the 22ha site area. 

Change in landscape and intrusions of industrial plant and plant traffic during operations will have a 
significant negative impact on the character and setting of the area, amenity value and felt community 
experience. Cumulative impact is also relevant with the erosion of Green Belt protecting Conservation 
Areas and the Villages within it along with encroachment of other urban developments in plan and, if 
planning permission granted, also as a direct result of the relocation.  A detailed critique of these 
assessments is presented in sections 2.2 and 2.12 below. 

Though significant finance has been sourced by Anglian Water via Homes England this does not 
mean a relocation of the existing fully operational and future proofed plant is determined, moreover 
an opportunity has been presented to explore a viable alternative.  It is our view that, as has been 
found previously, the proposal to relocate the Waste Water Treatment Works in the Green Belt at 
Honey Hill is not viable and that the ‘very exceptional circumstances’ to qualify for planning 
permission do not exist i.e., that the benefits do not clearly outweigh the extensive harm a relocation 
would have across a broad spectrum of criteria. 

 
16 CWWTP Stage 4 Final Site Selection Appendix B Environmental Assessment 
17 Greater Cambridge Greenbelt Assessment 2021 
18 Historic England List entry number 1178408 and SCDC Planning map 
19 National Trust Wicken Fen Vision e-booklet 2018 
20 SCDC Local Plan 2018 
21 NPPF/13 protecting greenbelt land 2021 
22 GCP First Proposals 2021 
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1.3 Green Belt 

With regard to the construction and development of a Waste Water Treatment Works in the Green 
Belt and in relation to impact on strategic Green Infrastructure and Historical Assets, the National 
Policy Statement for Waste Water (2018) refers to the National Planning Policy Framework (2021).  

The area of Green Belt selected by Anglian Water for the proposed relocation has not at any time 
been identified by Local Planning Policy as suitable for release or appropriate for boundary change. 
There has been no sustainability assessment, environmental impact assessment or consultation in the 
Local Planning process on the impact of the proposed relocation to the Cambridge Green Belt or the 
environmental cost of a relocation of the existing fully operational and future proofed Waste Water 
Treatment Site serving Greater Cambridge and surrounding area. 

In fact, Greater Cambridge Partnership Services state that the relocation of the existing Waste Water Treatment 
Works is not a requirement of either the emerging Local Plan or the Area Action Plan for North East Cambridge 
more so, ‘the plans have been prepared on the basis that the WWTP will be relocated, but this is not a 
requirement of either plan’23. Subsequently, should the proposed planning application be unsuccessful 
alternatives to meet local housing need specified within the emerging Local Plan would and could be found and 
as detailed below, without encroachment on the Cambridge Green Belt or the historic Villages protected within 
it. 

Further, any proposals for future housing development and growth beyond the current Greater 
Cambridge Local Plan period to 2031, such as proposed for North East Cambridge on the site of the 
existing Waste Water Treatment Works, needs to be considered in the light of uncertainty with regard 
to the sustainability and delivery of the current Local Plan along with requirement and deliverability 
beyond this. 

According to National Planning Policy, in the absence of the Local Planning Authority consulting on 
and proposing a boundary change, the proposed relocation of the Waste Water Treatment Works 
would be an inappropriate development in the Green Belt and by definition would be harmful to it24. 
The proposed relocation does not fulfil the criteria specified for exceptions to development25. Thus, 
only ‘Very Special Circumstances’ that are demonstrated to clearly outweigh the potential harm to 
Green Belt and any other harm resulting from the proposal would qualify the relocation for planning 
approval. It is of note that, development within the vicinity or directly on the parcel of land 
concerned, is identified in the Greater Cambridge Green Belt Study (2021) alone, as causing ‘very 
high harm’ to the purpose of the Cambridge Green Belt26. 

It is argued any benefit proposed in releasing Brownfield for housing development is ruled out by the 
proposal to relocate the Waste Water Treatment Works in open Green Belt to achieve this and further, 
that the benefits do not clearly outweigh the harm to Green Belt and wider environmental factors 
including Conservation Areas, Historical Assets, Green Infrastructure and local communities to 
satisfy the National Policy Statement for Waste Water Treatment Works requirements for planning 
approval27.   

 

 
23 SCDC Cabinet Agenda Notes Item 8 NECAAP January 2022 
24 NPPF/13 protecting Green Belt land Paras 137 to 151 
25 National Planning Policy Framework S13 Protecting Green Belt Land 2021 
26 GCP Green Belt Study 2021 
27 NPS Waste Water 2018 
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1.4 Proposed Benefits  

1.4.1 Brownfield 

Anglian Water promote the proposed relocation on the grounds of releasing the last major Brownfield 
Site for housing development28 in North East Cambridge and in doing so it will protect Green Field 
and Green Belt in the Greater Cambridge area from development. However, this negates that, in order 
to release the land for housing development, the proposal is to relocate a large industrial plant in open 
and otherwise undeveloped Green Belt within close proximity to a number of historical Villages 
protected by it and that there are uncertainties on the grounds of sustainability and future need, not 
only for the number of houses asserted, but also for Cambridge, the unprecedented levels of high 
density housing in the Area Action Plan for North East Cambridge included in the emerging Local 
Plan proposals29. 

Further, since the initiation of the Housing Infrastructure Funding application to seek a viable site for 
relocation, Cambridge Airport, also with substantial brownfield, has now re-presented as an 
alternative site for large scale housing development within the City boundary. It is available for 
development on a similar timescale to the existing Anglian Water site at North East Cambridge should 
the proposed relocation go ahead. Further, Cambridge Airport has been identified as having similar 
transport sustainability credentials as North East Cambridge and greater opportunity for integrated 
Green Infrastructure30.  

1.4.2 Housing Growth Target 

Anglian Water promotes a housing target of 8,300 homes collectively at North East Cambridge should 
relocation be approved31However, it remains to be seen if these figures are sustainable, required or 
deliverable within a reasonable time period. 

a) Sustainability 

The current Local Plan (2018) driven by the housing and employment growth targets of the Greater 
Cambridge City Deal32 has led to an unprecedented amount of housing growth in Greater Cambridge 
in the last few years with as yet a further 37,200 homes in the pipeline to be built, representing a 
further 30% increase in homes from those existing in Greater Cambridge in 202033. These figures do 
not include housing targets for North East Cambridge on the existing Anglian Water site or 
Cambridge Airport which are relevant only to the emerging Local Plan. 

Water supply is yet to be resolved to fulfil the housing commitments in the current Local Plan or 
emerging Local Plan, it is anticipated a phased approach to development may be required and or the 
existing targets may prove not to be viable within the current time frames34. 

Further, the sustainability of such population growth across a broad spectrum of infrastructure from 
health care to the impact on existing green infrastructure; availability of sustainability transport and 
education is yet to be to be realised or evaluated. The CPIER (2018) report which informed the 

 
28 CWWTPR Phase 3 Consultation leaflet 2022 p3 
29 Greater Cambridge Local Plan First Proposals 2021 
30 Greater Cambridge Local Plan; Development Strategy Options – Summary Report November 2020 
31 CWWTPR Phase 3 Consultation Leaflet 
32 Greater Cambridge City Deal 2014 
33 GCP First Proposal 2021 
34 GCP First Proposals 2021 
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densification strategy of the emerging Local Plan warns against ‘spoiling what is good about 
Cambridge: ..’ if it does not remain an attractive place to live, the high levels of economic growth 
aspired to may fail’35.  

It remains to be seen if within the current plan period to 2031 further housing development at such 
levels can be sustained within Cambridge City itself and or required given the additional shift in 
working patterns, including current evidence of increased demand for housing in rural settings and 
reduced requirements for office space post COVID 19.  An evaluation of the impact of unprecedented 
levels of growth already committed on the ‘Cambridge experience’ needs to be undertaken prior to 
further large-scale commitments beyond 2031.  

It is of note, on account of known current pressures, any proposed housing development on the North 
East Cambridge site should the relocation go ahead, will only be enabled if ‘no increase in trip budget 
' can be demonstrated on a main arterial route into Cambridge City (A10)36. The latter will provide a 
single entry and exit route for vehicles relating to the North East Cambridge site. A target therefore 
that is at least overambitious if not unattainable. 

Objections to the levels and pace of housing growth in the area, on the grounds of sustainability and 
impact on the existing community, are frequently reported in the media. For example, Anthony Brown 
MP for South Cambridgeshire has reported the South Cambridgeshire Housing Trajectory figures now 
show 26% more homes to be built than required in the current plan to 2031; he calls for a reduction in 
housing growth targets and pace of development37.  

The outcome of the Public Consultation (Reg 18) of the emerging Local Plan, including proposed 
housing development on the existing Anglian Water site in North East Cambridge (NECAAP), is yet 
to be published. During the consultation phase factors relating to the housing and employment growth 
targets to 2041 and sustainability as outlined above were raised in the media and are anticipated to be 
reflected in the consultation feedback to be reported.  

Before the next stage of the emerging Local Plan (Reg 19) growth and delivery targets will be 
revisited incorporating the results of the public consultation. The figures may be maintained, reduced 
or delayed on the grounds of sustainability and or a recognised shift in commuting habits, including 
the evolution of more sustainable transport options afforded by the Greater Cambridge City Deal38 
serving more rural communities and affiliated Market Towns with Cambridge. 

b) Future Requirement 

A shift in commuting patterns and provision of sustainable transport beyond Greater Cambridge 
would remove the requirement identified within the emerging Local Plan for a Medium + Growth 
Option to Medium and reduce the additional housing allocation requirement by 2,500 homes, a figure 
identified to match all housing requirement with employment growth targets above those committed 
in the existing Local Plan to be fulfilled within Greater Cambridge itself, rather than assuming 
existing commuting habits39 from outside Greater Cambridge.  

This would have a significant impact on the new site allocations and requirement in the emerging 
Local Plan including the 3,900 homes allocated to North East Cambridge in the plan period to 

 
35 Cambridge and Peterborough Independent Economic Review Final Report September 2018 
36 GCP First Proposals 2021 
37 News section Anthony Browne website 29 March 2022 
38 Cambridge City Deal 2014 
39 GCP First Proposals 2021 
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2041.  In this case, an increased allocation of 1,000 homes to the Cambridge Airport site taking it to 
3,850 would alone negate the need for housing development on the existing Anglian Waste Water 
Treatment Site in the plan period to 2041. 

In the case of no identified change in housing growth requirement as currently specified in the 
emerging plan period to 2041, increasing allocations to larger existing and already identified new site 
areas, including Cambridge Airport, along with re-purposing unwanted office and retail space within 
Cambridge would enable a re-distribution of the allocation of 3,900 homes to North East Cambridge 
without incursion on the Cambridge Green Belt or significant development of the Villages within it.    

Further, there is no evidence to support the requirement of the remaining balance of 4,450 homes of 
the 8,300 promoted target for North East Cambridge beyond the emerging plan period to 204140. 
Existing site allocations excluding North East Cambridge provide in excess of 15,000 homes ‘in the 
bank’ for build out beyond 204135.  Given the emerging Local Plan identified an additional 7,500 
homes to those in plan as being required for the period 2031-2041 these figures can be seen to be 
more than sufficient without the requirement of a relocation of the existing Waste Water Treatment 
Works to provide homes for Greater Cambridge either in the current or distant future beyond 2050. 

1.4.3 Employment Growth Target. 

Anglian Water promote that in addition to new homes the proposed relocation will enable the 
development of 15,000new jobs 41. However, these employment growth targets were identified as 
attainable without the relocation of the Waste Water Treatment Works in the Spatial Options Review 
supporting the existing Local Plan (2018)42. Here a medium growth approach to North East 
Cambridge that did not require the relocation of CWWTP was identified; this focused principally on 
employment, 15,000 jobs and homes in the region of 400 close to the station area and outside of the 
500m odour buffer zone. Thus, these employment growth targets attributed by Anglian Water to the 
proposed relocation, have been identified as attainable without that relocation, are not dependable on 
it and could thus be achieved without a relocation. 

 1.4.4 Adaptability to Change 

It is a requirement of emerging Local Plans to remain flexible and adaptable to changing 
circumstances43. At a local level, concerns expressed during consultations about the sustainability and 
or future need of housing and employment growth targets is most often placated with the assurance 
that every 5 years the housing supply, demand and need will be reviewed, and adjustments made 
accordingly. 

However, in the case of North East Cambridge despite the uncertainties about sustainability, future 
requirement and deliverability, if Anglian Water are successful in their application, long before the 
outcomes of the Reg 18 Consultation and a review of the impact of the existing high growth housing 
targets for Greater Cambridge are realised, the relocation will have taken place with significant cost to 
the public purse (£227 million) alongside the cost to Local Communities, Cambridge Green Belt, 
Historical Assets, Strategic Green Infrastructure; Landscape and Visual Amenity.  
 
 

 
40 GCP Interactive Map First Proposals 2021 
41 CWWTPR Phase 3 Consultation Leaflet 2022 
42 Spatial Options Report 2014 
43 NPPF 2021 
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Contrary to National Planning Policy44, a relocation itself will rule out flexibility and adaptability of 
the emerging Local Plan to changing circumstances; the very significant harm will have been done 
ahead of the future requirements and sustainability of significant further housing growth within the 
City boundary beyond 2031 being known.   

1.4.5 A Facility to Better Serve the Community 
Anglian Water promotes the proposed relocation as being more than just building a new plant: ‘We 
will build a facility to better serve the community and environment for years to come, one where 
wastewater becomes a valuable resource. The new facility, as well as being operationally net zero 
carbon, will be energy neutral. It is designed to adapt to changing social and environmental priorities, 
increasing resilience to storm flows and flooding and provide a long-term solution to how we best 
treat wastewater for a growing Greater Cambridge population.45’ 

However, this assertion negates a number of factors: 

a) There is no operational requirement for the existing plant to relocate and no published objectives to 
increase capacity of either the existing wastewater treatment serving the Cambridge catchment or 
sludge treatment serving the latter and the wider region, including the growing communities of 
Huntingdon and Ely and imported via HGV46. This capacity exceeds Anglian Water population 
growth forecasts in the Cambridge and Waterbeach catchment area to 205047. 

The existing CWWTP was upgraded in 2014-15 at a cost of £21million and heralded at the time as 
not only future proofing the site to serve Cambridge residents for decades to come but also securing 
the plant’s standing as ‘the eastern region’s green energy generating giant’48. 

b) Significant carbon efficiencies were made through the installation of eight new treatment tanks 
replacing 25 older, less efficient treatment tanks. This was stated as improving the overall energy 
footprint of the site and helping to ensure the ever-increasing standards for water quality in the River 
Cam were met49. This also significantly reduced the area of the core plant within the overall site. 
Anglian Water have proposed to include provision to increase capacity if required post 2050 in the 
new plant, it is understood the existing plant also has sufficient land area to expand beyond this time if 
required50.   

c) It is understood that improvements in storm water management, discharge water quality and odour 
control promoted by Anglian Water as some of the benefits of a relocation are attainable with the 
existing site. It is also understood that, without a relocation, Anglian Water would be required to plan 
for and fund such improvements itself as opposed to being given public money to fund a relocation 
and by default a further ‘upgrade.’  

d) There are no published proposals to reduce carbon inefficiencies arising from importing sludge for 
processing via multiple HGV trips from both satellite and wider regional Waste Water Treatment 
Plants, including reported imports from the growing populations of Huntingdon and Ely51.  In our 

 
44 NPPF 2021 
45 CWWTPR Phase 3 Consultation Leaflet 2022 
46 AW letter to Secretary of State DEFRA pursuant to Section 35 Planning Act 2008 
47 AW Water Recycling Long-term Plan September 2018 
48 Environment Journal 5 July 2016 
49 Environment Journal 5 July 2016 
50 Cambridge Northern Fringe East – Decision Details Strategic Councillor response to members’ questions 
08/10/2018; published 05/04/2019 
51 AW Letter Pursuant of Section 35 
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view this historical practice would be worth exploration in terms of carbon savings and efficiencies 
for both the existing and if approved, proposed relocation.  The latter could also have implications for 
the size of plant required.  

e) Anglian water is promotion of wastewater as a valuable resource, glosses over the point that it is 
such a resource already being a major contribution to flows downstream and relocation would not add 
to this. Green wash also appears in the tautology that ‘….. being operationally net zero carbon, will be 
energy neutral.’ when in fact adding solar panels to the existing plant could achieve the same result. 

 
2 Design Impact 

2.1 Access and Highways  

We object to the impact the proposed access would have on the local community, commuters and 
local delivery. It must be considered for the effect of both temporary construction traffic and vehicles 
in long term operational use.  The access must be planned with consideration of traffic generated by 
other developments, such as the New Town at Waterbeach52, Marleigh53 on Newmarket Road, 
developments planned for the Ida Darwin and Fulbourn Hospital site54 and Cambridge Airport. 
The Phase 2 Consultation provided three options for site access, and we are disappointed that AW has 
chosen Option 1b instead of the Option 3. 

2.1.1 Option 3 dedicated access from lay-by on northern carriage way of A14 between Junctions 
34 and 35  
We consider this to be the only reasonable mitigation of the impact of construction and operational 
traffic on the wider community. A dedicated service road from the A14 lay-by would prevent gridlock 
on Horningsea Road. There are precedents for such service roads such as those to farms on the 
Harlow to Saffron Walden stretch of the M11, the access and egress on the A505 for Cambridgeshire 
County Council Highways Department at Whittlesford, which involves slow-moving lorries, the 
Biogas plant of the A505 east of Baldock, toilets and carpark lay-by on eastbound A21 and access to 
the Amy recycling plant on the A10. The argument that sludge lorries would be slow-moving when 
re-joining the A14 is spurious as they will be equally slow moving at any point where they re-join or 
leave the A14 or at roundabouts, such as the A14/A10 Milton roundabout which is already congested. 
The current A14 layby, where it has been suggested there could be a dedicated service road, by its 
nature causes vehicles to be slow moving when entering and exiting. 

2.1.2 Option 2 Access from High Ditch Road, Fen Ditton  
We are pleased that this proposal appears to have been dropped it would have been detrimental to the 
historical significance as forming part of lean Dyke, and ancient archaeological feature and heritage of 
Fen Ditton. 
It is a narrow rural road of high public amenity value and on which the predicted number of Heavy 
Goods Vehicles (HGVs) would have had a negative effect as they approach the conservation area of 
Fen Ditton.  The cost of its development and reinforcement of the bridge over the A14 would have 
been likely to be very high. 

  

 
52 SCDC New Communities “About Waterbeach New Town” 
53 Cambridge East Community Forum Marleigh Update July 2020 
54 Cambridge East Community Forum IDA Darwin Hospital Design Justification Statement 23 June 2021 
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2.1.3 Option 1  
Access from Horningsea Road is equally detrimental. The construction of the traffic entrance on 
Horningsea Road, and its closeness to the Listed Building of Biggin Abbey, appears to be in 
contravention of the 500 metre buffer zone specified in the Phase 1 Consultation - Protected and 
Statutory Designated Heritage Sites. It is also close to the entrance to Horningsea 
Cemetery.  Horningsea Road is a small local C class road (C210) with a weight limit of 7.5 ton, not 
designed to do more than connect the village to the rest of the road network. The Planning 
Inspectorate has described Horningsea Road as “having the character of a rural lane”. 

2.1.3.1 Option 1b A14 Junction 34/Horningsea Road55  
This option would be preferable to Option 1a but must have a solution in place to prevent heavy 
goods vehicles (HGVs) travelling East or coming from the East via Ditton Lane or High Ditch Road 
instead of the turnaround at Milton A14 roundabout that will be required. Weight limits are proven 
not to be sufficient in preventing misuse of accesses. We dispute Anglian Water’s Traffic and 
Transport Paper claim that residents of both Horningsea and Fen Ditton would be likely to experience 
only a slight increase in journey times due to increase of construction vehicles. We hold that this 
impact would not be confined to local residents but to commuters travelling from Cambridge to access 
the A14 and that delays would be considerable. The bridge is too narrow to allow a dedicated right 
turn onto the A14 for HGVs exiting the site, which would result in queuing and delays to pedestrians 
and cyclist using the cycle path to access Cambridge and Fen Ditton Primary School.  
During construction of the proposed new permanent arm from Junction 34 slip, building a short-term 
temporary construction access using the existing junction of Horningsea Road and Low Fen Drove 
Way will cause considerable delays for vehicles and it is not clear how cyclists and pedestrians will be 
able to travel.  

NB the diagram on page 39 of the consultation leaflet is labelled Hemmings Road instead of 
Horningsea Road.  

Recommendations  
1. If cost is a consideration, we would suggest that Option 3 with minimal widening of the A14 
lay-by east of Junction 34 and a straight service road from it to the site would be more cost-
effective than the two-stage access proposed at Horningsea Road which entails widening the 
existing slip from Junction 34 and then building a four-arm junction as well as upgrading Low 
Fen Drove eastward. 
 
2. If Option 1b, Horningsea Road/A14 Junction 34, is selected, construction traffic for the new 
junction must be prevented from using Horningsea Road South or North56. Clear signage and 
monitoring would be essential. 
During construction of the four-arm junction, provision must be made for children who use the 
cycle and pedestrian path from Horningsea to travel to Fen Ditton Primary School. 

2.2 Landscape and Visual  

General Comments 

The lack of details on the drivers used to determine the number, placement, height and diameter of the 
stacks is unacceptable. 

 
55 PEI Traffic and Transport 
56 PEIR Figures 3 & & and TMP 3.1.3 p5 
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The visual impact when approaching the historic city of Cambridge from the east will be that of an 
industrial site.   

The size and scale of the plant that will remain visible above the earth bank and planting at year 1 and 
15 years is substantially more than the impression presented at Consultation 2.  At that time the 
earthwork bank and matured planting was described as ‘effectively screening all but the tallest 
elements of the facility from all directions”57. The computer images in the Phase 2 Consultation 
document showed only the two digester towers protruding above the height of the earth bank 
identified as 7m high. The photographic illustrative visualisations gave the impression the plant would 
sit and, with the exception of the two digester towers, be contained within the earth bank structure and 
planting.  Since this time the digester towers have been reduced from 26m to 20m, the expectation 
therefore was that at this third Consultation there would be a reduction in the visual impact.  However, 
this is not the case. 

2.2.1 Earthwork bank and Visible Structures 
In this consultation the earthwork bank has been reduced to 5m, though some documentation refers to 
5-7m. Other than in the most immediate vicinity to the West of the site the full scale and mass of plant 
buildings will be visible from all aspects even with the proposed mitigation at 15 years58.   

Throughout the documentation the number and height of structures identified as remaining visible and 
consequently impacting on landscape character and visual amenity varies but has been found to 
include: digester towers x 2 (20m); boiler building (12m); boiler stack (24m); workshops (13m); 
nutrient recovery stacks (18m); and gas handling structures (13m).  The extent of these, and the much 
larger number of lower structures, is illustrated in the photographic representations in the Phase Three 
Community Consultation Leaflet59. 

The layout of the plant as presented in the current consultation documents has no clear architectural 
objective. 

The workshop has been introduced since the layout illustrated at Phase 2 consultation. This should not 
set a precedent for extra uses being accommodated on-site in the future. 

There is reference to the finish of the exposed structures being ‘designed to minimise their 
prominence in the landscape’60. However, there is no reference to the materials or finishes on which 
the public and stakeholders can comment or be assured by. 

AW refers to the design as a “rotunda”, which usually refers to a single roofed-over structure designed 
in a centroidal manner to maximise the screening effect of the circular embankment, the tallest 
structures need to be closest to the centre. At present the tallest i.e., the digester towers, are shown 
closer to the perimeter. The parts of the plant producing the most odour during operation would also 
be better placed centrally. Space needs to be kept vacant at the centre for future expansion so that 
additional odour-generating elements and tall structures can be suitably placed. A layout in a grid 
formation across a circle means the parallel zones cannot be of equal length. Ultimately this produces 
inefficient residual spaces at the margins. This may account for the recent appearance of the 
questionably large workshop (13m high) to use up otherwise unwonted space. Radial or concentric 
patterns of layout use encircled space more efficiently. 

 
57 CWWTP Community Consultation Leaflet June 2021 
58 PEI Landscape and Visual 
59 CWWTP Community Consultation Leaflet June 2021 
60 PEI Landscape and Visual 
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In addition, there are very large permanent new structures proposed far in excess of the existing 
wastewater engineering on the north side of the river. In the case of the discharge outflow structure, it 
is incorrectly described as similar to the existing. These new proposed structures would be within the 
Conservation Area of Fen Ditton in close proximity to Poplar Hall Farm, a Grade II listed property 
and Red House Close, a small house set within a field on the edge of the River Cam. These include a 
new treated effluent discharge on the bank of the River Cam, 12m long x 5.5mwide and 4m high 
cutting61 into the river bank alongside a narrow section of public footpath and an 8m high 
ventilation stack each of which will be highly visible from the residences and users of PROW’s 
running along both sides of the river bank. 

Recommendations: 

1 The reasoning behind reduction in height of the proposed earthwork bank should be ignored, 
since the outcome is unacceptable.  
 
2 The earth work bank should be built to a minimum of 7m with dense vegetation included on 
the top.  

3 Details of proposed finishes with illustrations of the exposed plant should be provided. 

4 Illustrations of the proposed treated effluent discharge and ventilation stack including finishes 
in the existing landscape and footpaths no 85/6 and 162/51 should be provided.  

5 To understand the nature of the structures better, AW should make available outline, 
annotated plans sections and elevations, including sections through the site and principal 
comprehensive elevations. 
 

2.2.2 The PEI Landscape and Visual Amenity (PEILVA62) report reviews the Landscape 
Character, Strategic Green Infrastructure and Green Belt and considers the impact on the nearby 
villages. This forms the basis for the PEI assessment of the impact of the Proposed Development on 
Landscape Character and Visual Amenity and in turn mitigation measures proposed62. 
 
2.2.2 i Green Belt  

The significance and impact on the purpose of Green Belt is considered to be under- represented and 
reported. 

The Overview of local landscape character and views provided describes the Proposed Development 
as ‘situated partly in the Green Belt….’ 63. This is an under representation of the significance of Green 
Belt with this proposal. Later in the document it is acknowledged that all the Development with the 
exception of short section of the Waterbeach pipeline would be in the Green Belt64  

The review of the GCP Green Belt Study 2021 presented identifies ratings attributed to the purpose of 
Green Belt in the parcel of land identified for the Proposed Development (OA2). The PEILVA report 
references a low contribution to 1 purpose of Green Belt and a moderate contribution to 2 purposes. 
However, it does not report that development as an extension of the villages or within the parcel of 

 
61 PEI Landscape and Visual 
62 CWWTPR PEI Landscape and Visual 
63 CWWTPR PEI Landscape and Visual 
64 CWWTPR PEI Landscape and Visual 
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land OA2 is assessed as causing ‘Very High Harm’ to the purposes of the Green Belt.65 The latter is 
clearly of significance to the assessment of impact the Proposed Development would have on the 
effects of change in landscape character and visual amenity in the area identified for the Proposed 
relocation/development.  

Since the early establishment of the Cambridge Green Belt the villages within it, often referred to as 
necklace villages, have been recognised as significant in their contribution to the special character and 
setting of the historic City of Cambridge and as being an integral component of the Green Belt 
protecting it66. In addition to the physical and visual separation of the villages, their rural setting, 
scale, character, and identity are established as key characteristics and qualities of the Green Belt to 
be protected66. Protection of the Villages surrounding Cambridge and the historical assets within them 
is also specified in Local Plan Policy.67 

Fen Ditton is one of three innermost villages identified as of particular importance in the setting of 
Cambridge and in need of protection due to its close proximity to the City, the foot paths and national 
trails leading out of the City to it and its rural setting68. The Greater Cambridge Green Belt Study 
(2021)69 identified Development within Fen Ditton, Horningsea and Outer Area (OA2) that serves to 
separate the two villages of Fen Ditton and Horningsea, would cause ‘Very High Harm’ to the Green 
Belt70.  It is within this area the relocation of the CWWTP is proposed. See illustration Fig 4.44 p116 
of the GCP Green Belt Study 202171. 
Figure 4 p15 of the PEILVA illustrates the impact the size and scale of the Proposed Development 
would have on Fen Ditton and its Conservation Area, leaving the Village nearly isolated from the 
Green Belt and impacted by urban development.  

Recommendations 

1 Greater and broader cumulative consideration is made of the impact the Proposed 
Development would have on the Green Belt within the parcel of land identified for development 
and the Villages and Conservation Areas adjacent to it. All of which contribute to the setting 
and character of Cambridge City and are protected by Local and National Planning Policy. 
 
2 The ‘Very High Harm’ the Proposed Development would have on the Green Belt as identified 
in the GCP 2021 Green Belt Study is reported. 

2.2.2.ii Impact on Villages 

We consider the impact of a change in views from the villages of Fen Ditton and Horningsea have 
been underestimated. Both are set within their own Conservation Area. There will be extensive views 
of the plant above the earth work bank in the long term from within the village boundaries; on 
approach to the villages and from an extensive local PROW network used by local residents and 
visitors to the area. The views of the Proposed Development will have a significant negative impact 

 
65 GCP Green Belt Study 2021 
66 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Assessment 2021; Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002; Cambridge Inner Green 
Belt Boundary Study 2015 
67 SCDC Local Plan 2018 
68 Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002; Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2015 
69 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Assessment 20221 
70 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Study Appendix B 
71 GCP Green Belt Study 2021 
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on the setting and character of the Conservation Areas, Listed properties within them and the quality 
of PRoW amenity value.   

The Conservation Areas of Fen Ditton, Horningsea and Baits Bite Lock have not been considered in 
the sensitivity assessment in the context of effect on change of landscape or view. This is considered 
an omission. Fig 4 p15 of the PEILVA illustrates the proximity of the Conservation Areas and the 
size, scale and dominance of the Proposed Plant Area in relation to them72.  

Recommendations 

The impact on the setting and character of the Conservation Areas of Fen Ditton, Horningsea 
and Baits Bite Lock should be included in the assessment of the impact of change in landscape 
and view in the context of the Villages and the Baits Bite lock area. Approaches to the Villages 
via road and PROW network should be included. 

2.2.3 Visitors' Car Park 

The Proposed Development has sited the Visitor Car Park outside the reception area and is not 
understood to be secure. This is identified in the PEILVA as remaining visible from Horningsea Road 
A14 bridge. A Car Park to accommodate 100 vehicles including HGVs appears excessive and likely 
to be used for ‘permanent' parking of HGV Tankers and overnight HGVs on route to Felixstowe etc. 

The visual impact including any lighting associated with the car park would also detract from the 
environment created by the landscape proposals, both in the earth work bank, surrounding area and of 
the reception area. The effects being to extend the footprint of the industrial-urban development 
beyond the 22ha identified as required for the relocation encroaching further than necessary into the 
Green Belt and being visible.  

1 It is recommended this be reconsidered in the context of security and potential misuse e.g., of 
the public access paths within the landscaped site area, overnight lorries, fly tipping etc.  

2 It is recommended the visitor car park is out of view and contained within the secure 
area inside the earthwork bank framework. 

2.3 Representative Viewpoints 

The PEI Landscape & Visual Amenity report has identified a range of representative visual receptors 
for assessment, these are numbered and presented in a table. They have been grouped (A to E) 
according to the position of the views of the proposed development and effects on views that are 
‘likely to be similar’.  A photographic illustration for each group has then been presented as a typical 
illustration pg. 19-22. Appendix A contains a different range of illustrations with computer generated 
impressions of the view of the Proposed Development at years 1and 15; a Map showing the position 
of the viewpoint captured in the photomontage is provided in the main text p46.  A summary table of 
the assessment outcomes for each Group is presented. 

Two important sensitive viewpoints within 1km of the Proposed Development have been omitted and 
are detailed below; Fen Ditton Recreation Ground and Footpath No. 85/3 looking North East.  

A number of viewpoints, particularly in Group D, have wide distant open views of the Proposed 
Development with sections of hedgerow or tree cover that would provide some screening of the 

 
72 CWWTPR PEI Landscape and Visual 
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view.  A number of the photographic illustrations provided to be representative of the area are noted 
to capture tree cover rather than the wide-open views. These include: 
Photo 11 Viewpoint 31, the view from Bridleway Stow cum Quy 218/5  
Photo 12 Viewpoint 4 - the view from Footpath Stow cum Quy 218/2 (between Quy Mill and Stow 
cum Quy) 
Photomontage View south from Horningsea Footpath 130/6. 

It is believed the omissions and approach to capturing the viewpoints from sensitive visual receptors 
identified above may have contributed to what is considered to be an underestimation in the 
assessment of the significance of effect on sensitive visual receptors, particularly in Group C and D, 
in turn limiting the mitigation measures currently proposed.  

Recommendations  

The recommendations presented in 2.3 and 2.4 below including examples of alternative 
viewpoints with photographic illustrations and mitigation measures. These recommendations 
should be developed in close liaison with local representatives. This should achieve greater use 
of local knowledge. 

2.3.1 Group A 

The photomontage illustrations in the Appendix of the PEILVA provided demonstrate that within the 
immediate vicinity of Biggin Abbey the views of the Proposed Development would be screened by 
the proposed planting and mitigation proposals within the site area. However, it is anticipated a more 
distanced view from the sensitive visual receptors at riverside footpaths to the south and west of 
Biggin Abbey would reveal the taller structures of the Proposed Development and that further off-site 
mitigation in the riverside area may be desirable. 

Recommendations  

It is recommended that a more distanced photomontage of the view of the Proposed 
Development to the South West of Biggin Abbey from the riverside footpaths is presented. This 
would correspond with the Tabled Viewpoint No. 23 from the footpath 162/1 looking East or an 
additional viewpoint created from the footpath on the same side of the river as Biggin Abbey 
looking East from footpath No. 85/6, where single tree planting in keeping with the River Cam 
corridor may be beneficial along the field edge to soften/break views of the taller structures if 
they are shown to be visible.   

See Appendix Photo 1 Recommended Photomontage from Footpath 162/1 looking East 
 

2.3.2 Group B  

The effect on views and character of landscape in this Group B are identified as ‘potentially 
remaining significant’ at year 15. ‘The proposed WWTP would remain a noticeable feature…’ 
However, these effects are only noted for a small number of receptors (assumed to be residences) and 
no off-site mitigation measures have been proposed. 

There are a number of Tabled viewpoints along High Ditch Rd. Fen Ditton. Viewpoint No. 12, close 
to residences within the Village boundary west of the disused railway, is illustrated in a photomontage 
in the Appendix of the PEILVA, the taller structures clearly remaining visible at year 15. Photo 8 in 
the main text is of a more distanced viewpoint no.7 looking north further east on High Ditch Rd close 
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to the junction with Newmarket Rd. This view extends for some distance along High Ditch Road 
towards the disused railway line until hedging and scrub in the vicinity of the railway bridge come 
into view. Here there are gaps in hedging where the Proposed Development with a similar viewpoint 
would be revealed. There are a number of residencies that currently enjoy open views from back 
gardens and ground and first floor windows across the fields towards the Proposed Development. 

It is believed there has been an underestimation of the sensitivity of landscape character and visual 
amenity to change along the length of High Ditch Road, an important rural approach into the village 
forming an essential aspect of the character and setting of the Fen Ditton Conservation Area and 
historical assets including remnants of Fleam Dyke and multiple graded properties.  High Ditch Rd is 
also of high recreational usage, particularly cyclists who work their way from Cambridge along 
cycleways through Fen Ditton along High Ditch Road (rather than via the P&R) to pick up the 
National Cycle route 51. 

Photo 8 in the PEILVA illustrates a view of the Proposed Development looking north east from 
Horningsea Rd Fen Ditton just inside the field entrance. Some residences on Horningsea Rd or 
Musgrave Way may have views from their gardens, ground floor and first floor windows. 

An additional or alternative viewpoint is recommended opposite the Village sign on Horningsea Rd 
on approach to the village. Visual receptors include recreational users of the cycle and footway. The 
photo provided below shows significant views of the Proposed Development that could easily be 
softened by extending the hedgerow planting from the A14 bridge towards the village sign. 

See Appendix Photo 2. View from exit of Footpath 85/5-130/3 looking North East Recommended 
Hedgerow/Tree Planting 

Recommendations 

1 Off site mitigation such as gap filling in existing hedgerows and a single row of new field/verge 
edge tree planting similar to the proposed off-site planting for Horningsea Rd, Horningsea, for 
the length of High Ditch Road where there will be long stretches of views of the taller structures. 
The objective would be to soften and break up the views with suitably ‘open’ spaced native 
trees, not to attempt a wall or complete screen. Note tree planting may need to be field edge for 
sustainability, it is believed at least in part the verge contains a drainage ditch on the north side. 
There is a history of field edge native trees along High Ditch Rd. though few if any remain.  
  
2 Residences on High Ditch Road east of the railway bridge and Newmarket Road, as identified 
in Area B and west of the railway bridge within the village boundary on the north side of High 
Ditch Road should be contacted with a view to being offered hedgerow and or tree planting 
within their property boundaries or adjacent field edge if this could be negotiated with the 
landowner. 
 
3 Residences on Horningsea Rd, Fen Ditton, who will have views of the Proposed 
Development, should be contacted with a view to being offered hedgerow and or tree 
planting within their property boundaries or adjacent field edge if this could be negotiated with 
the landowner. 
 
4 Residences on Horningsea Rd Fen Ditton and Musgrave Way facing North are contacted with 
a view to being offered hedgerow and or tree planting within their property boundaries or the 
adjacent field edge if this could be negotiated with the landowner. 
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5 Off site mitigation should be provided to extend the existing hedgerow on Horningsea Rd, Fen 
Ditton extending from the A14 bridge towards the Fen Ditton Village sign. 

The above would have the advantage of biodiversity gain extending beyond the site area. 

2.3.3 Group C 

It is believed two important representative viewpoints have been omitted from within the Fen Ditton 
Conservation Area and would be included within Group C for proximity or B for matched 
significance of effect: Fen Ditton Recreation Ground and footpath No. 85/3, which runs along the 
field edge at the back of residences of Green End looking north east.  Both viewpoints are recreational 
and from ‘time-spent’ it is believed they would be categorised as having a ‘high sensitivity to change’. 
They both have a wide-open view towards the Proposed Development, the pylons are clearly visible 
to the extent it is believed the taller structures would be in view in the longer term and effect of 
change in landscape character and visual amenity would be assessed as ‘highly/significant impact’ 
from construction through to 15 years. 

If grouped in ‘C’ it is believed this would impact on the rating attributed to visual impact at 15 years 
and would justify consideration of off-site mitigation.  Photographs of representative views of these 
two receptors have been included in Appendix 1.     

See Appendix Photo 3 View from Fen Ditton Conservation Area-Fen Ditton Recreation Ground  

See Appendix Photo 4 View from Fen Ditton, footpath 85/3 -85/4 junction - photomontage 
recommended  

Recommendations 

1 An illustrative photomontage should be taken at the junction between footpaths 85/3 and 85/4 
and from Fen Ditton Recreation Ground 
 
2 These Viewpoints should be added to the Tabled list 
 
3 Off-site mitigation measures should be considered by Anglian Water and proposed. 

2. The impact of the discharge outflow and vent shaft within the River Cam LCA is assessed in the 
PEILVA as being ‘unlikely to be significant’ in the first year of operation or beyond; the new 
discharge outflow is stated as not dissimilar to existing on the north side of the river. Given the scale 
of engineering proposed, proximity to residences including a Grade II property, Conservation Area, 
and PROW’s it is believed this is an underestimation of impact on landscape character and visual 
amenity. (See Appendix 1 photo 5 below of existing discharge outflow structure). 

The Ventilation shaft No 4 is proposed to be on elevated ground above the footpath and will have the 
appearance of being much higher than 8m. There is also the potential for cumulative impact with open 
views of the new Development across from footpaths on both sides of the river and a large new, 
presumably concrete structure (11m x 4m x 3m), constructed in an otherwise naturally formed 
riverbank, frequently used by nesting water birds.  It is understood current plans are to cut the 
engineered structure some metres back into the riverbank rather than it being sited in line with the 
existing riverbank edge. This will have a significant impact on a well-used and highly pressured 
footpath in a relatively narrow section of land. 
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Currently, once away from under the A14 bridge, the pedestrian and waterway user is free of views of 
concrete engineering, the river banks consisting of natural habitat. Contrary to impressions in the 
PEILVA the existence of the A14 underpass does not mean other engineering at scale within the 
vicinity of an otherwise rural setting with rich habitat for water birds well used for nesting would have 
no impact on landscape character and visual amenity; the existence of the A14 underpass is a reason 
to afford more, not less, protection in this conservation area against further negative impact change 
not less. 

See Appendix 1 Photo 5 Visual Impact and Placement of Existing Discharge Outflow 

Recommendations 

1 A photomontage should be undertaken of the ventilation shafts within the settings of both 
properties and footpath (from the lower ground) illustrating the visual impact from 
construction to years 1 and 15. The shafts should be omitted or relocated to less sensitive 
settings. 
 
2 A photomontage of the proposed discharge outfall area should be undertaken from 
construction to years 1 and 15 
 
3 The impact of these engineering structures should be re-assessed and mitigation measures 
proposed, including reference to impact on existing riverside habitat and requirement of 20% 
net gain in biodiversity. 
 
4 The intention to ‘cut-in’ to the riverbank to accommodate the discharge outflow should be 
reviewed in the light of the impact on the wear and tear of any narrowing of the existing 
footpath and loss of visual amenity value of the natural riverbank and associated vegetation and 
habitat.  
 
5 Anglian Water should work directly with Cam Conservators to inform assessment of the 
impact of construction works, long term changes to the riverbanks in the area and mitigation 
measures. 

2.3.4 Group D 

This group is identified as having ‘distant views mainly obscured by hedgerows and trees’ and that in 
the longer term there would be ‘glimpsed views’ only through gaps in existing hedgerows and tree 
lines. This is believed to be an underestimation of the effects on these important visual receptors. 

Within this Group there would be significant stretches of uninterrupted and open views of the 
landscape amongst an important extensive network of PRoWs with views from the North East round 
to the South East of the Proposed Development.  The receptors themselves are identified in the 
PEILVA as having ‘high sensitivity’ to change.  There are three photographic images provided none 
of which are considered representative, each view obscured by tree line. 

Photo 12 in the PEILVA of Representative viewpoint 4 - the view from Footpath Stow cum Quy 
218/2 Harcamlow Way near Quy Mill sited to the South East of the Proposed Development identifies 
the latter as being behind a tree belt-small woodland. It is thought however this view is incorrect and 
has been taken looking NNW from the footpath. An alternative photograph is presented below in the 
Appendix looking northwest, the line of Pylons and the point where they merge to the north east of 
the Proposed Development can be seen in the distance, it is believed therefore that there will be open 
views of the taller structures of the plant from this visual receptor including Quy Mill.   
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See Appendix 1 Photo 6 Alternative Viewpoint Footpath Stow cum Quy 218/2 Harcamlow Way near 
Quy Mill looking North West 

A photomontage is presented in the Appendix representing views from Footpath 130/6 looking south. 
This shows the majority of the Proposed Development obscured by an existing narrow tree belt, 
believed to be The Biggin Plantation and identifiable on the Map showing the position from which it 
was taken. There are however other extensive open views along this footpath from which it is 
believed distant views of the Proposed Development would be seen. The photograph no. 7 in the 
Appendix illustrates an alternative representative viewpoint taken from the same footpath.  This 
viewpoint is also of significance to the local business, Gayton Farm Campsite which is believed to 
have uninterrupted views across this landscape; change in landscape and amenity view would be 
highly significant.   

See Appendix 1 photo no. 7 Alternative representative viewpoint taken from Footpath 130/6 looking 
south. 

Photo 11 in the PEILVA of Representative viewpoint 31 - the view from Bridleway Stow cum Quy 
218/5 has been taken close to Allicky Farm. The viewpoint is to the northeast of the Proposed 
Development and illustrates it as being screened behind a tree belt. There are however open views to 
the south of the disused railway line from this Bridleway in the vicinity of Quy Hall.  The photograph 
no. 8 in the Appendix is an alternative representative from 218/5 looking southeast, the pylons can be 
seen in the distance and there is potential for the taller plant to be visible. 

See Appendix 1 Photo no. 8 Alternative representative viewpoint from 218/5 looking southeast. 

The viewpoint No 15 from Anglesey Abbey is described as being ‘sheltered by woodland planting’. 
However, there is a view-point popular with visitors within the grounds that extends out over the Fen 
landscape directly towards the Proposed Site Area.  This may be of sufficient distance from the 
Proposed Plant that it would not be seen. However, it is believed this should be referenced and 
assessed rather than dismissed.  This is also true of viewpoint 16 Bridleway Stow cum Quy 218/5 and 
Footpath 218/4 (Quy Waters viewpoint not tabled). Looking west, there are wide open views from 
which the Proposed Development may be visible and appropriate mitigation measures provided. 

Recommendations 

1 The selected viewpoints forming the photographic illustrations and photomontage for Group 
D of visual receptors is reviewed in the light of the above. 
 
2 Where there are both restricted views as a result of existing tree line and hedgerows and open 
views within an identified viewpoint area photographic illustration should ensure 
representation of the open views. 
 
3 The assessment undertaken of the sensitivity to change of landscape character and view and 
effect of change should be reviewed for Group D and where appropriate mitigation measures 
added. 

2.3.5 Group E 

This Group describes views of the Waterbeach pipeline route. Photo 13 of the PEILVA representative 
viewpoint 35 shows the Waterbeach pipeline crossing fields opposite the Cam Boat Club. This is an 
area of open arable land. 
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Recommendations 
1 Further photographic illustrations should be included to ensure representation of the views 
from residential property on both the east and west sides of Clayhithe Road just north of the 
bridge over the River Cam and from properties around Northgate Farm. 
 
2 At the northernmost point of Clayhithe, The Bridge Hotel, with its riverside frontage, on the 
west side of the river and Conservator's House on the east will also be affected and illustrations 
need to be provided from their viewpoint and mitigation considered. 

2.4 Landscape Master Plan 

The landscape masterplan presented in the PEILVA is to provide ‘long-term screening of the new 
structures from the surrounding area’. The majority of screening measures are focused principally 
within the boundary of the identified site area and mitigate the effect on visual receptors in the 
immediate vicinity only (Group A).  Off-site planting as recommended by the NPS to mitigate 
impacts from more distant locations has been limited to a single stretch of mixed standard tree 
planting extending from Horningsea Village along Horningsea Rd towards the Proposed 
Development.  The plan does not include mitigation measures for more distant views from visual 
receptors identified in the PEILVA as having high sensitivity and ‘significant visual effect’ from the 
Proposed Development identified in Group B such as residences on High Ditch Road and parts of 
Horningsea Rd Fen Ditton. 

It is believed the assessment detailed in the PEILVA informing the Landscape Master Plan has 
underestimated in some cases the sensitivity of visual receptors, for example High Ditch Rd and for 
others the significance of effect. This has in turn limited the extent of mitigation proposed in the 
Landscape Master Plan that can only be described in the case of off- site mitigation for more distant 
views as unambitious. 

It is understood total screening is neither possible or appropriate, that retaining ‘openness’ in respect 
of the existing landscape character is important.  

Recommendation 

1 The extent of off-site planting proposed should be reviewed in relation to the critique of the 
PEI LVA assessment and recommendations above (section 2.3.1 to 2.3.5. 
 
2 A more ambitious approach is taken to mitigation in order to soften longer distant views of the 
large number of taller elements from all aspects north, south, east and west of the surrounding 
area in association with stakeholders and local communities. Single rows of tree planting and 
filling hedgerow gaps are examples. 
 
3 Mitigation measures and provision for long term maintenance should be included in the 
helloMaster Landscape Plan relating to the engineering works associated with the proposed new 
outfall area affecting the landscape character of the riverbank and essential habitat for nesting 
water birds. This should be undertaken in association with residences of Red House Close, 
Poplar Hall Farm, Cam Conservators and Townlands Trust (Osier Holt) with a view to 
achieving a net 20% gain in biodiversity in the immediate area. 
 
4 Mitigation measures in relation to the proposed vent shafts impacting residences and users of 
footpaths in the Cam Corridor LCA and Fen Ditton Conservation Area should be included in 
the Master Landscape Plan. 
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5 Planting to protect visual receptors from distant views of the Proposed Development and 
identified as extending into the longer term should be undertaken in phase 1 of the Landscape 
Management Plan. 
 
6. Reconsider the robustness of LERMP and projected planting success in light of reports of 
recent semi-mature tree death in the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Scheme Update73. There is 
no reference to a watering/irrigation scheme74 for mature specimen trees. 

7. Commit to using biodegradable tree guards and ties instead of plastic the production of which 
is carbon heavy and their breakdown harmful to wildlife.75 

 
2.5 Air Quality and Odour  

Within the Consultation documentation Anglian Water emphasise that, whilst odour is difficult to 
eliminate completely, they are committed to minimising odour as far as possible76.  Odour is also 
recognised as a key concern of stakeholders and that it can have a notable effect on well -being 
and amenity77.  Consequently, it is important stakeholders, including the general public, have 
confidence there is transparency in the reporting of assessed risk of odour nuisance, accuracy of odour 
models presented, and mitigation measures proposed. 

It is considered the presentation of the risk of odour nuisance within this Consultation has a bias 
towards reporting an underestimation of the likelihood of the experience of odour and as a 
consequence the general public, particularly those who use the area for recreation or travel and or live 
within the immediate vicinity are led to a false confidence that the risk of odour nuisance from the 
Proposed Development will be negligible and have little impact on their lives. 

Aspects of assessed odour risk in relation to the Proposed Development are reviewed below and 
recommendations made to improve transparency and public confidence in the impact of odour risk 
identified and reported by Anglian Water. 

2.5.1 In keeping with industry standard for a well working WwTW, Anglian Water have assessed 
odour risk on the bases of ‘moderately offensive odour’ and concluded odour experience and nuisance 
will be negligible and not significant to receptors within the immediate vicinity or beyond. However, 
as reported in the Stage 4 Final Site Selection documentation odour is subjective78; the most offensive 
odours e.g., sewage and sludge are the least acceptable and most detectable at lower levels. 

The sensitivity of the odour receptor is also significant in terms of the context of exposure; residences 
and recreational areas where time is spent are identified as of higher sensitivity to odour effect than 
areas where minimal time is spent and there is no recreational or amenity value to the 
area (IAQM)78.  In the case of a moderately offensive odour, an odour unit of <1.5 is established as an 
industry standard where odour experience would be detected as negligible across all levels of 
receptors i.e., low, medium and high sensitivity. ‘Negligible’ is a level where people are unlikely to 
detect odour and if they do so, they are unlikely to find it offensive. However, 50% of a population 

 
73 A14 Huntingdon to Cambridge Scheme Update 9 March 2021 2.3.9 and 2.3.10 
74 LERMP 3.3.10 p20 
75 The environmental performance of protecting seedlings with plastic tree shelters for afforestation in 
temperate oceanic regions; A UK case Study in Science of the Total environment Vol. 791 15 October 20221 
76 CWWTPR Phase 3 Community Consultation Leaflet 
77 CWWTPR PEI Odour 2022 
78 CWWTPR Stage 4 Final Site Selection Preliminary Odour Study 
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have been found to detect odour beyond the contours shown at an odour unit of 1, the more offensive 
the odour, the higher levels of detection78.  

Recommendation 

Notwithstanding the industry standard of <1.5 odour units is considered negligible, including a 
contour in the odour model Map of an Odour Unit of 1 would improve confidence in the Odour 
effect of the Proposed Development reported. 

2.5.2 The EA H4 Odour Management Guidance benchmark targets odour levels are of =3 OU3/m3. at 
site boundary or nearest receptors for a well-run WwTW78. The odour contour of 3 units of odour 
‘under normal conditions’ can be seen on the Odour Contour Map Fig 2 p 679 to extend beyond the 
core site area and across sections of both the proposed controlled pedestrian route and new public 
access pedestrian and cycle route designed for recreational purpose and enjoyment. 

Despite the footpaths and cycleway clearly being provided for recreational activity with an 
expectation that the public will spend time on the pathways e.g., as a family activity, Anglian Water 
have attributed these receptors as of low sensitivity to odour as opposed to medium or high 
sensitivity79, seemingly as a means to attain a ‘negligible’ odour rating that is ‘not significant’. The 
alternative high sensitive rating is considered more appropriate in which case the odour effect rating 
would be classed as moderate during ‘normal operations’ and of significance; a medium sensitivity 
rating would award a slight odour effect of some significance. 

 It is of note during the site selection process Anglian Water adopted what they described as ‘the more 
stringent’ IAQM guidelines whereby the standard of <_1.5 odour units was applied to all receptors at 
site boundary in order to attain a ‘negligible’ impact of odour effect78. In this case, all the proposed 
footpaths and cycle paths designed for educational and recreational use would be sited within an 
odour zone >1.5 odour units. In addition, during ‘normal operations’ the 1.5 odour unit extends 
beyond the outer boundary of the site and DCO application area. 

Further, the existing PROWs within the vicinity of the Proposed Development have been awarded 
high sensitivity ratings in the PEI Landscape Character and Visual Amenity assessment. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended for the benefit of consistency that Anglian Water apply the same standard 
of <1.5 odour units to all odour receptors and high sensitivity ratings to recreational footpaths 
and cycle paths within the vicinity of the Proposed Development. 

 
2.5.3 Based on the odour modelling Anglian Water assert that there will be negligible odour and that 
if it does occur will not be significant80. However, the odour modelling presented does not account for 
odour that could occur with above average and future weather conditions or outside of ‘normal 
operations’, such as spillages, accidents, or ancillary operations e.g., transporting sludge80.  The 
likelihood of such incidents expected frequency and impact on odour levels is not reported; given the 
extent of HGV transport and the quantity of sludge import from across the wider region frequency and 
impact from such incidents are important considerations for this Public Consultation. 

 
79 CWWTPR PEI Odour 2022 
80 CWWTPR PEI Odour 2022 
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Anglian Water state that ‘emissions from sources from ‘abnormal operations’ have not yet been 
assessed but will be considered within the ES80’. 

Recommendation 

The Consultation is limited by the absence of this data and limits public confidence in the 
transparency of the exercise. 

2.5.4 Odour modelling is recognised as being challenging and not wholly reliable due to the 
limitations in the accuracy of forecasting weather conditions. 

The odour modelling and contours whilst in keeping with industry standards are based on 
averages and what is described as ‘worst case’ weather conditions - the ‘worst year in averages’ in 5 
years of local meteorological data. The averages iron out such that the less frequent but strongest and 
most far-reaching odour effects are not captured, neither the less frequent but still significant winds 
from directions other than predominant south westerlies and subsequent odour effects.  In the case of 
strong northerly or north easterly winds, themselves more frequent in the winter months, the impact 
on the contours is negligible, leading to an under representation of potential odour nuisance on the 
residential areas of Fen Ditton and Horningsea and, in the case of westerly/north westerly winds, Quy 
Mill Hotel.  At the time of writing there has been a prolonged period of strong North Easterly winds, 
including gale force winds, all of which are anticipated to increase in frequency as a result of climate 
change and are not accounted for by the odour modelling method. 

It is the experience of local residence living south–southwest of the existing plant and outside of the 
current odour contours established in 2018 and, as we understand using the same methodology81, that 
the odour contours are exceeded on the occasion of the less predominant north and north westerly 
winds; it is not infrequent for residence to experience unpleasant odours outside and on occasion 
within residencies (odour seeping through windows). 

This evidence of weakness in the odour modelling needs to be seen to be accounted for if the 
community are to have confidence in the odour mitigation measures. 

The above is also true of ventilation shafts. Odour nuisance is experienced in the existing Fen Ditton 
transfer area. Ventilation shafts (Field Lane) and the manhole outside the pumping station create 
problematic odour for residences, both in the gardens and inside homes. 

It is noted 'the requirement of additional odour mitigation measures ' was a determining factor in the 
Site Selection process; Site 3, the proposed site identified as not requiring these. Given the cumulative 
sensitivity of the surrounding area, including the well-used extensive PROW network, conservation 
areas, historic villages, residences and businesses founded on recreational visitors to the area etc. and 
the known limitations of odour modelling, it would seem reasonable to require that any known odour 
mitigation measures are included in any proposed build design of a new plant. 

Identification and the inclusion of additional odour mitigation measures that could or would be 
included should the number of residences nearby be greater, would increase public confidence in 
Anglian Water’s assertion that they are committed to minimising odour as far as possible54.   

 

 
81 CWWTPR Stage 4 Final Site Selection Preliminary Odour Study 
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Recommendations 

1 Notwithstanding the industry standard is met by the odour model illustrated, including 
examples of odour contours showing alternative wind directions and a representative range of 
strength/speeds would improve public confidence in the assertions Anglian Water have made 
about the odour effects on sensitive receptors. 
 
2 Anglian water should include the point that a negligible effect on all known receptors from 
older Impacts, as defined by the Institute of a quality management brackets IAQM brackets is 
not defined as applying and also come stances but rather as under 98% of normal operations, 
excluding emergency out of design conditions and future weather patterns. 
 
3 Anglian Water should identify and describe the additional odour mitigation measures that 
could or would be included should the number of residences nearby be affected. This would 
increase public confidence in Anglian Water’s assertion they are committed to minimising 
odour as far as possible.   

 2.5.5 A 1km ‘odour buffer zone’ which encompasses the majority of homes in the village of Fen 
Ditton, a number of homes in Horningsea Village, Fen Ditton Conservation Area, Baits Bite Lock 
Conservation Area and Horningsea Conservation Area is noted on Fig 2 p6 the Odour Contours 
Map81. However, no reference has been found to this in the main text. A buffer zone would typically 
be drawn to demonstrate exclusion, in this case it demonstrates inclusion of significant receptors.  

Recommendations 

1 An explanation should be provided of the 1km buffer zone, its purpose and relevance. 
 
2 This 1km buffer zone drawn should be used to facilitate interpretation of odour effects from a 
range of specific wind directions, strength/speed on residence within 1km of the Proposed 
Development. 

2.6 Biodiversity  

2.6.1 Anglian Water aspire to increase biodiversity in the long term by “…creation of new extents of 
hedgerow and new woodland and grassland habitats” and “…deliver a net gain of at least 20% for 
both habitat and linear features (hedgerows)” (PEIR Summary) although the main text refers to a 
minimum of 10% (PEIR P35 for example). This would be achieved by taking a large area of fields 
around Honey Hill out of arable farming and managing it differently to increase potential biodiversity 
once the works are operational. The preliminary calculations of BNG used the Biodiversity Metric 3.0 
tool, a Natural England methodology, to ‘score’ for different land uses such as woodland, hedges and 
grassland. In addition, AW recognise the existing Low Fen Drove Way Grasslands and Hedges CWS 
and propose to use some of the land within the red line boundary to extend the types of habitats 
benefitting plants, insects and animals found in the CWS. Further improvements to the CWS might 
include clearing scrub and installing bird and bat boxes. 

Habitat proposals are shown on P31 and P32 of the Landscape, Ecological and Recreational 
Management Plan (LERMP).  These three topics are inextricably linked since the landscaping 
proposals aim to provide multifunctional benefits including landscape visual screening and 
recreational opportunities as well as a legacy of a more biodiverse environment.   

AW should describe how their proposals are complicated by factors such as: 
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• some potential to cause harm and adversely affect biodiversity. Harm to existing species could 
result from a variety of causes such as increased predation from gulls and raptors or insectivores, 
disturbance due to vehicles and lighting, increased access to the CWS by people and pets 

• harm from physical disturbance to build the works 
• harm from physical disturbance to develop and implement the landscape and recreation 

mitigation, in particular the risk to the CWS if the track bed along the former railway is altered 
• need for rodent control and other chemical use around the works 
• potential for contaminated runoff passing to watercourses outside the bund 
• the need for other stakeholders and landowners to agree to some of the proposals.     

The mitigation proposals are further complicated by the licensing obligations for individual species 
such as badgers, bats and voles whereas many other species are covered by more general legal 
requirements. 

The PEIR volume ‘Invertebrate Survey 2021’ notes the sighting of the “..IUCN ‘Near Threatened’ 
species, Variable Damselfly Coenagrion pulchellum”. The volume includes in Appendix 
2 Hyptomenera previously recorded by others but not seen in the 2021 field surveys.   

The complexities of different systems of classifying scarcity are described but the overall conclusion 
is that the CWS and Low Fen Drove contain “..an impressive fauna by any standards”.    

The LERMP para 4.1.5 states “Those biodiversity elements which contribute towards the 20% 
biodiversity net gain target set by Anglian Water for the project will be maintained for a minimum of 
30 years…” 

2.6.2 Construction impacts on biodiversity 

AW conclude these impacts will be short term and often offset by the longer-term habitat creation. All 
construction impacts would be dealt with through the CEMP and Clause 5.3.1 provides for the use of 
an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW).    

Residents’ confidence in AW’s systems is currently low due to, for example, the lack of consideration 
of nesting skylarks, which are red-listed birds. 

Recommendations 

1 The layout of the Works aiming to improve recreation should be reassessed and be made 
subordinate to the aim of preserving the ecological system around Low Fen Drove and the CWS 
since this system already supports an unusual assemblage of species, particularly Hymenoptera. 
Particular damage is likely from the combined use of the former railway NE of Low Fen Drove 
as a Bridleway (Work No 32) and the link path (within the scope of Work No 2?) running east 
of the AW proposed works to Low Fen Drove. The latter element will cause extra severance of 
the CWS and should be omitted. At least one alternative layout, proposed elsewhere, exists with 
a more northerly access from Low Fen Drove towards Allicky Farm, (Station Rd Quy) using the 
branch of the concrete strip road which runs east from Snout’s Corner, beyond the steel 
barrier, to Black Ditch. Here there would be a footbridge and after that, following the edge of 
two fields, the path would link to the lovely drove which meets Station Rd at the triangular 
plantation. Such a layout would retain two, not three, entrances to the paths immediately 
outside the bund and thus still maintain a circular walk whilst avoiding all use of the former 
railway line. In addition, this alternative would provide better linkage towards the Wicken Fen 
Vision’s spine access paths, although a longer route to Anglesey Abbey. 
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2 Where public use is granted, Anglian Water should consult landowners and consider if animal 
proof fences are needed to prevent dogs roaming. However, this would need provision for wild 
animals crossing the alignment.   
     
3 Equal weights should be given to Appendices 1 and 2 of invertebrate species. 
 
4 The full ES investigations of Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG), Light Impacts and other 
supporting studies should be completed and provided for review. This would overcome the 
many aspirational generalities in the current consultation. 
 
5 The future Habitats Assessment should examine the impact of invasive species being 
introduced from the Bannold Ditch catchment to the River Cam above Bottisham Lock when 
untreated storm water effluent is pumped upstream for discharge at the existing and proposed 
future outfalls next to the A14. This mechanism for an effect does not appear to be included in 
the PEIR. 
 
6 The BNG calculations should not claim excessive scores from ‘improvements’ to the CWS. 
The whole question of whether the CWS should be left under the ownership and management of 
the current owners should be reconsidered. This may be preferable to a high land take to assist 
AW’s aspiration to achieve 20% BNG.   
 
7 The BNG calculations should take account of the loss of food production due to land take and 
recognise that production will be displaced elsewhere.  

Three points have been noted in relation to construction and must be included in the CEMP: 

1 Treated Sewage Effluent used for pipeline pressure testing must not be discharged into drains 
connected to the Black Ditch. This should be possible since there will be twin pipelines 
connected to a WWTW at both ends. 
 
2 The Veteran and other notable trees and the CWS must be fenced off to protect root zones 
and canopies from passing equipment. 
 
3 A feedback mechanism to the Community is needed and independent specialist oversight 
provided as part of this.   

2.7 Carbon  

2.7.1 Carbon net zero  
The aspiration for Anglian Water business to become operationally net zero by 2030 is laudable but 
we challenge the possibility of the CWWTPR project reaching the target of 70% against AW 2010 
baseline given the carbon expenditure involved in decommissioning and decontamination of the 
current site.  
There is little evidence to support the statements in PEI Carbon as AW has stated it will defer sharing 
the data on the cumulative environmental effects of the relocation project, the re-development of the 
existing site and other relevant projects until inclusion in the Environmental Statement at the DCO 
application. These relevant projects have not been described. There is little extra information since the 
very brief references in Phase 2 Consultation82. 

 
82 Phase 2 Constructions Techniques Factsheet p7 
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2.7.2 Carbon Neutrality No data has been presented on the 2010 baseline on which the evaluation of 
carbon neutrality will be based. There is no data on how re-using excavated material on site would 
reduce the carbon emissions and the impact from construction traffic83. 

2.7.3 Renewable energy 

Biogas generation - there is no data to support the claim that this generation will result in the 
calculated reduction of 4680 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year against the 2010 baseline 
solution. Figures for sludge production, gas production and power consumption of the existing 
WWTP have not been given. 

Integration of solar power generation for low carbon electricity - 7 MWh per year is only sufficient to 
drive a few electric kettles. It is not clear if this figure, even once corrected, refers to peak or likely 
maximum average in a year. 

Photovoltaic panels - the location of the PV arrays, to make up the deficit, need to be explained; it is 
not clear if they will be visible above the earthwork bund. 

Energy demand -it is not clear if Waterbeach effluent pumping has been included in the energy 
demand calculations. 

Recommendations 

1 We agree with the use of solar panels, but these must remain within the bund and if 
visible should be included in data on structure heights and include in visualisations. 
 
2 More detail must be given on how these proposals will be monitored and reported. 
 
3 Anglian Water must limit the tap use of flexibility requested under DCO; changes at that late 
stage would impact review of the Environmental Statement 
 

2.8 Climate resilience 

2.8.1 Significant effects from climate change Table 1 summary 84 focuses on protecting the assets 
and workers from the likely effects of climate change rather than wider environmental impacts which 
are not covered in such detail. 
Mitigation measures in Table 2 are highly aspirational with, in general, little evidence given of how it 
will be achieved or a basis on which they can be fact checked. 
The stormwater management proposals focus on the design condition; there is no in-built resilience 
to-out- of design conditions. 

2.8.2 Further considerations  

Clarity is needed on the design inlet and outlet storm water flow at the works under the 1:100 +20% 
condition in 2040 and 2050. Will the storage provision really be – 23,000m3 total? How will this 
work without extra CSO events if the existing storage is also 23,000m3 total? 
Data should be given to support the statement that the ground storm tank storage and transfer tunnel 

 
83 PEI Carbon p2 
84 PEI Climate Resilience Table 1 p9 
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will attenuate future storm flows at 68 L per day85. This is an insignificant value, and a corrected 
value is needed. 
The upper design air temperature range of 40° C needs to be clarified as being a daily average or peak 
value. 
It is not clear if water supply to the transfer tunnel, in order to alleviate low flows, will be sourced 
from drinking water or elsewhere. 

Recommendations 

We support the use of direct resistant planting and the use of SUDS systems for drainage of the access 
road. In addition, AW should: 

1 Commit to the surface water drainage network within the proposed WWTP being internal to 
the bund to avoid overland escapes to land, the Black Ditch and Quy Fen. 
 
2  Commit to providing an emergency storm overflow outlet from the Waterbeach system. 
 
3 The River Cam flood model should include examination of land in the defended floodplain at 
Waterbeach. 
 
4 The assumptions about future stormwater flows, capacity requirements and water use by 
residents should include a variant based on Business As Usual water use by customers and be 
clear about population projections after 2040. There is no reason at this stage to stop at 2040 
since projections exist within the Water Resources East publications to 2050 and alternative 
growth beyond could be based on, say, 0.5 0.75 and 1% growth alternatives. 
 
5 Commit to maintaining construction of future expansion of the treatment works within the 
existing bund in the period to 2050 to allow for population growth to, say, 2070. 
5 Ensure that the improved natural airflow through the bund to alleviate high temperatures will 
not lead to odour problems for residents or degrade the  effectiveness of landscaping. 

 
2.9 Noise & Vibration 

2.9.1 Noise sources and receptor/monitoring points We disagree that construction activities within 
the area of land for the proposed WWTP will result in insignificant noise and vibration effects. 
Although some distance from the nearest residential receptors noise and vibration will be apparent to 
those using PRoWs and cycle paths and pedestrian and cycle path on Horningsea Road. 
HDD and some other activities are described as requiring 24hr working; this may appear insignificant 
during the day but have much more nuisance value at night. 
The annex is descriptive with, in general, little evidence given of the numerical values on which it can 
be fact checked. 
There is no information on the likely impact of 30db operational noise superimposed on similar 
background values. 

Recommendations 
We support the use of Code of Construction Practice (COCP) and Construction Traffic Management 
Plan (CTMP) to manage and monitor noise. In addition, we ask AW to:  

 
85 PEI – Climate Resilience p17 
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1 Commit to informing residents and Parish Councils of the approvals sought from Local 
Authority under Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act (CoPA) or equivalent to process. 
 
2 Commit to providing noise insulation at properties affected by 24hr operations at HDD sites 
etc and close to construction sites such as the Discharge Works 
 
3 Commit to reducing noise from night-time operations by postponing deliveries/spoil removal 
to engineering hours and prohibit use of reversing alarms at night. 

 
2.10 Traffic and Transport  

See also 2.1 Access and Highways above 

2.10.1 Constraints of modelling The PEI traffic and transport paper and Traffic Survey Data86 refer 
to Horningsea Road as the B1047 when the section north of the A14 Junction 34 is a C class road 
(C210), not intended for use by HGVs. 
Baseline traffic flows for settlements and Milton interchange were estimated in December 2021 when 
Covid restrictions resulted in reduced commuting. Cambridgeshire County Council’s Road Traffic 
Data for 202087indicates flow rates as the lowest in the previous 5 years; 19.1% lower than 2017. 
With the lifting of restrictions traffic has increased and this should be considered when calculating the 
impact of construction and operation on traffic flows. 
Modelling of “future case” refers to a Cambridgeshire County Model but model assumptions and year 
are not given.   
Traffic Survey data suggest that A14 J34 on and off slip roads operate well within capacity. This is 
not local experience which indicates queues back onto the A14 on occasions, especially when the 
oversubscribed A10 and Milton interchange experience problems. 
Model line diagrams88 show Horningsea Rd Southbound with a left turn arm into the proposed Works 
plus Northbound with right turn into the works. These movements can only take place if traffic has 
passed through villages in contradiction to mitigation as described  
The emerging GCP Local Plan suggests more housing than previous plans and assumes all housing 
need will be accommodated in GCP area rather than further away in other Districts; thereby 
increasing future traffic flows in this area. 

2.10.2 Impact on users of traffic and transport infrastructure 

Access Anglian Water’s Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report acknowledged the strength of 
community feeling on access and the overwhelming support (71%) for Option 389, access from the 
lay-by on the north side of the A14. However, AW’s current proposal is for both construction and 
permanent access from A14 Junction 34, crossing Horningsea Road, which will impact both 
Horningsea and Fen Ditton and commuters from north Cambridge - see 2.1 above.  

Construction traffic Waterbeach pipeline construction will cause delays in Waterbeach and at 
Clayhithe with resultant effect on Horningsea High Street.  See 2.12.2 below. 
We disagree that construction traffic for the Waterbeach pipeline using the A10 at Milton interchange 
will have little effect within Milton. The A10 does not have sufficient capacity for additional traffic 
movements at peak times. 

 
86 CWWTPR PEI Traffic & Transport and CWWTPR Traffic Survey Data 
87 CCC Traffic Monitoring report 2020 
88 CWWTPR PEI Horningsea Preliminary Traffic Modelling Data  
89 CWWTPR Phase 2 CSR December 2021 
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We believe the impact of a total of 492 vehicles during the June 2025 construction period at 
Horningsea Road will have a significant impact because of the slow speed and size of the HGV’s. 

Sludge lorries Imported sludge is understood to comprise about 50% of the eventual total. The use of 
an existing sludge processing facility, not in the green belt, would reduce the number of daily tanker 
and fertiliser lorry movements. 

Maintenance traffic -There is insufficient detail on the impact of maintenance traffic for Transfer 
Tunnel ventilation shafts and for the redundant parts of the current Waterbeach WRC and Pipeline 

Impact on cyclists Construction will affect cyclists using National Cycle Route (NCR) 11 
commuting, or for leisure, from Waterbeach to Cambridge and NCR 51 from Bottisham to Barnwell. 
Restitution of these routes should be accomplished as soon as possible and not left until completion of 
the plant. 

Recommendations 
 
1 Access to site - No Left Turn Southbound and no Right Turn Northbound to be created for 
traffic leaving Horningsea Road into the proposed Works at A14 J34 under Option IB. A No 
Right Turn should also be created at the four-way junction for traffic leaving the proposed 
works. 
 
2 No use of Green End under Operational Traffic if Vent Shaft location at Shaft 4 is adopted. 
 
3 Horningsea and Fen Ditton Parish Councils should be represented on proposed Traffic 
Management Consultation body (Ref P36).  
 
4 Stringent monitoring of adherence to new speed limits. 
 
5 Stringent monitoring to prevent construction traffic accessing Horningsea and Fen Ditton 
 
6 Commitment to provide better paths and crossings for non-vehicle users on Horningsea 
Road.  
 
7 Use excavated materially locally to prevent increased construction traffic movement and mud 
on roads. 

8 During construction and during operation, discussion on issues with construction traffic 
management and operational traffic management must include representatives from Fen Ditton 
Parish Council, Horningsea Parish Council and commuters from North Cambridge and Abbey 
Ward. 
 
9 Consider a different sludge processing site for the proposed increase in sludge. 
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2.11 Historic Environment  

2.11.1 Archaeological Remains 

The Proposed Development has been identified90 as having the potential to adversely impact 
archaeological remains both known and unknown across the construction areas.  Archaeological 
investigations to-date, including geophysical survey, have identified archaeological remains of low to 
moderate value.  However, the loss of the irreplaceable resource cannot be mitigated and therefore the 
PEI HE91 states the Proposed Development will likely result in a significant effect on archaeological 
remains. 

The work of local historian Peggy Watts (1923-2007) is brought to the attention of Anglian Water. 
Amongst her publication, The History of Quy Fen (2006), is a map extract dated 1648. This shows a 
settlement ‘Quir Hal’ as a fen island with a road around it before there was significant drainage of the 
fens. It is believed this is the origins of Quy Hall, albeit possibly now re-sited. Anglesey Abbey is also 
present on the map.  The scale of the map is not reliable given the proximity of the churches to each 
other.  However, the map is brought to the attention of Anglian Water regarding archaeological 
investigations in the area of the Proposed Development, particularly in the vicinity of Honey Hill, 
Quy Hall and Low Fen Drove all of which may relate to this historical feature. Any remains not 
already recorded being of potential archaeological value and significance. 

Recommendations 

If potential archaeological remains are not already known in relation to ‘Quir Hal’ and the 
surrounding area, further research is undertaken to inform the potential of finding 
archaeological remains that may be of significance. 
 

2.11.2 Historic Landscape 

I Historical Landscape Character 

It is recommended the relationship of the SSSI Quy Fen, Common Land to the three parishes of Fen 
Ditton, Horningsea and Stow Cum Quy is noted here and included in the assessment of transient and 
permanent impact on Historical Assets. 

The Parish Boundaries established in 1412 have an unusual interlocking character and culminate 
together within a fields distance of Quy Fen at which point PROW’s provide direct access to the Fen, 
now an SSSI site. This unusual configuration of the Parish Boundaries is believed to relate to the 
shared Common Land between the Villages and access to the Fen. The latter is managed today by 
Quy Fen Trust, the membership of which includes two representatives from each of the 3 Parishes. 

The open Fen Landscape forms extensive views from each of the Parishes towards Quy Fen and an 
extensive PRoW network provides multiple access routes to the Fen from each village; the historical 
landscape character, views and PRoWs on route to the Fen are of significant cultural and landscape 
heritage for the three medieval villages. There is a rich local history of villagers’ use and experience 
of the Common Land and it remains an important aspect of the villages’ assets and recreational 
amenity. High Ditch Road, an important aspect of the origins and history of Fen Ditton and containing 

 
90 CWWTP PEI Historic Environment 
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remnants of Fleam Dyke, has been used as part of the access route to Quy Fen and PROWs leading to 
it. Historical information, including personal accounts of travelling to the Fen from the three villages 
and its relationship to the three Parishes etc., can be obtained from Quy Fen Trust. 

The Proposed Development, its size, scale and extensive industrial features of a large plant visible 
above the proposed earthwork bank and tree line will have a significant temporary and permanent 
effect on the setting and character of this cultural heritage which relates to the whole network area of 
PROW’s and landscape character which can be seen to extend from each village and encircle the 
Proposed Development site for the WwTW.  PRoWs include National Trails, Fen Rivers Way and 
Harcamlow Way. 

Recommendations 

1 The PRoW network providing access routes to Quy Fen as a whole out of Cambridge and 
from each of the villages should be assessed within the context of change and effect on cultural 
heritage, landscape character and public amenity. 
 
2 Local residents, with the landowner’s permission, have enjoyed access to the disused railway 
line providing foot and cycle access from Low Fen Drove to Station Road, Quy and on to the 
PRoW network in and around Quy Fen for many years. Opening this route up to formal public 
and thus wider access as proposed would be welcomed although an alternative new route 
further to the north-west would have less impact on biodiversity. 

2.11.3 Built Heritage  

The PEI HE91 identifies that the Proposed Development has the potential to impact the heritage value 
assets due to temporary or permanent changes to their setting.  The following are identified in the 
documentation as having permanent impacts to their heritage value: Biggin Abbey, Poplar Hall, Baits 
Bite Lock Conservation Area, Fen Ditton Conservation Area, Horningsea Conservation Area and a 
provisional assessment of significance of effect provided.   

The PEI Historic Environment91 identifies that the rural character of the landscape will be altered, in 
turn altering the character of heritage assets ‘where the setting is informed by the surrounding 
countryside’. The document references the proposed landscape mitigation measures as limiting this 
impact on change as far as possible.   

Notwithstanding the PEI HE91 is introduced as a summary document focussing on the potentially 
significant effects of the Proposed Development, with the ES to follow ‘providing a proportional 
assessment of significance for every asset within the study areas’91; it is considered there are a number 
of omissions that in themselves may benefit from off -site mitigation measures, such as hedgerow and 
tree planting not so far identified or proposed.  These are highlighted below, and recommendations 
made. 

i The absence of reference to Wildfowl Cottage Grade II throughout the document is an anomaly and 
is believed to justify identification as a specific built heritage asset on which there is likely to be 
transient and permanent significant effect. 

Wildfowl Cottage is identified on the Map of heritage assets and can be seen to be in close proximity 
to Poplar Hall Grade II and Biggin Abbey II* within the setting of Baits Bite Lock and within 1km of 
the Proposed Development. The access route and approach road to Wildfowl Cottage is via the tree 

 
91 CWWTPR PEI Historic Environment 
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lined avenue of Biggin Abbey, there are open views of the Proposed Development looking south-east 
from the property including first and second floor windows.  In having a more distant view of the 
Proposed Development Site the proposed mitigation measures may not be sufficient to limit the 
degree of effect which is believed to be significant. 

Recommendation 

Wildfowl Cottage should be included amongst the cluster of properties:  Biggin Abbey, Poplar 
Hall, Quy Hall etc identified as within the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Development 
where there will be both transient and permanent significant effect. Mitigation measures in 
association with the property owners, such as additional single line tree planting to existing in 
the vicinity of the property, may be appropriate. 

ii There are a number of graded properties Grade II and of the higher value II* within the Fen Ditton 
Conservation Area on High Ditch Road and High Street Fen Ditton within 1km of the Proposed 
Development which may have views of and taller plant structures from rear gardens, ground and 
second floor windows and thus setting of the built asset affected. 

Recommendations   

Mitigation measures in association with the property owners such as additional single line tree 
planting to those existing in the vicinity of the property may be appropriate. 

iii There are a number of Grade II properties within the Horningsea Conservation Area on High Street 
Horningsea that may have views of the Proposed Development and taller plant from first floor 
windows and or gardens and thus character and setting of the built asset affected. 

Recommendations 

Mitigation measures in association with the property owners such as additional single line tree 
planting to those existing in the vicinity of the property may be appropriate. 

iv Fen Ditton Conservation Area 

The PEI HE91 document references Fen Ditton Conservation Area as likely to undergo permanent 
impact in relation to character and setting. However, the focus in the documentation is principally in 
the area of the River Cam LCA and engineering works associated with the transfer tunnel and 
drainage outlet areas. However, other parts of the Fen Ditton Conservation Area and approximately 
30 built heritage assets within it and within 1km of the proposed site, are considered to be likely to 
undergo transient and permanent change and significant effect: the surrounding countryside and 
landscape informing the setting and character of these historical assets.  

High Ditch Road, an important long minor approach road to Fen Ditton Village and Conservation 
Area is of rural and historical character and of important cultural heritage to the village; a non-
designated historical asset.  The road contains remnants of Fleam Dyke and has historical associations 
with the original settlement; Fleam Dyke also having formed the village name, Fen ‘Dittone’, 
meaning village by the ditch. It has a key role in the approach to the village forming the character and 
appearance of Fen Ditton Conservation Area, historical character of the village and the 30+ listed 
buildings within it.  

There will be open views of the extensive tall plant extending above the earth work bank and tree 
planting from the junction with Newmarket Road up to the railway bridge thus impacting on the rural 
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character and setting.  The cumulative impact the Proposed Development would have on the character 
and setting of the Conservation Area, Fen Ditton Village and the number of Graded Properties 
affected, including II* high value properties is believed to be likely to of high significance and justify 
mitigation measures.  The PEI LVA62 identified the Proposed Development would be visible in 
construction and at 15 years but did not include any off-site mitigation measures.  

Recommendations have been made in section 2.3.2 to include mitigation proposals such as single 
row tree planting along the length of High Ditch Road beyond the disused railway bridge 
towards Newmarket Rd.   

Fen Ditton Recreation Ground lies within Fen Ditton Conservation Area and would have open views 
of the Proposed Developed Site and it is thought likely, the taller plant structures.  The A14 is 
obscured from view by hedgerows and does not detract from the view and rural setting. The public 
use of the Recreation Ground and PROW that runs through it and the change in rural view is 
considered to be likely to have a transient and permanent significant effect and warrants consideration 
of suitable off-site mitigation. 

Recommendations have been made in section 2.3.3 

The PEI HE91 report states that ‘The changes to character caused by the temporary presence of 
construction traffic on Horningsea Conservation Areas will be mitigated by preventing construction 
traffic travelling through Horningsea91’.  

Recommendations 

1 This should also be afforded to Fen Ditton, High Ditch Road and Ditton Lane, each of which 
already have weight restrictions.  
 
2 Further, measures should be put in place to prevent operational traffic travelling through 
either village. 
 

2.12 Impact on Community 

2.12.1 Stow cum Quy 

The main impact for Stow cum Quy would be on the Gate House located on Low Fen Drove Way. 
Additionally, there would be visual and noise impact on cyclists commuting to Cambridge via cycle 
route 51. The Preliminary Community Information92 does not include the impact on high-tech 
companies on Albert Road, which because of their position, will have unimpeded views during 
construction and of the tallest structures at completion. Construction of the Waterbeach pipeline 
appears to cross footpath 130/0693 and its connection via footpath 218/8 to Stow cum Quy 

Recommendations  

1 Stringent traffic management of construction and banning of permanent works traffic at Low 
Fen Drove Way 
 
2 Care during construction of existing vegetation and where necessary replacement. 

 
92 CWWTPR PEI Communities Stow cum Quy 
93 CWWTPR PEI Recreation p7 
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3 Restitution of any damaged footpaths 
 

2.12.2 Waterbeach and Clayhithe  

Waterbeach The main impact would be construction of Waterbeach transfer pipeline and the 
mobilisation and decommissioning of the current Waterbeach WRC, causing increased traffic, noise 
and possibly vibration. HGVs accessing Waterbeach from the A10 would add to the congestion 
already on the A10/Denny End Road junction. The HGV route from A1094 through Waterbeach to 
Clayhithe is not specified; Denny End Road, Greenside, Station Road and Clayhithe Road are narrow, 
twisting with parked vehicles in places. A direct, newly constructed route from A10 would need to 
avoid Cowhollow Wood.  
The exact location of the horizontal directional drilling (HDD) required to tunnel under the River Cam 
and to cross the railway line is not clear. It is not clear if HDD or open cut will be used to cross 
Bannold Road north of Burgess Drove. More information is required on the traffic route for 
construction vehicles to the start of HDD. 
There is a risk of sewage pollution in properties in Waterbeach if an extreme event or other system 
failure occurs. There is also a risk of pollution of the River Cam in these circumstances. Members of 
both Cambridge Motorboat Club and Cambridge Sailing Club will be impacted by the construction of 
the Waterbeach pipeline as will anglers, rowers, other boat owners and pedestrians and cyclists using 
the riverside path.  

Clayhithe The main impact would be construction vehicle access via Hartridge’s Lane. This is 
narrow, with a sharp bend and restricted by a ditch and in places access to houses. The lane serves a 
barn used for agricultural machinery. The land is in private ownership and widening or new route 
would require CPO. 
Congestion caused by slow, large construction vehicles entering Hartridge’s Lane would cause delays 
to traffic on the B1047 impacting both Waterbeach and Horningsea. Clayhithe Bridge over the River 
Cam is narrow. 
Temporary moorings at Clayhithe and the Cam Conservators’ workshop and maintenance area will be 
affected by noise and vibration from the pipeline construction.  
 
Recommendations: 

1 Stringent monitoring of HGVs involved in construction and maintenance will be required. 
Reinstatement of land to its original use when damaged during construction of the transfer 
pipeline should not be delayed to the end of the construction period but remedied in sequence. 
 
2 Waterbeach pipeline should be connected directly into the new WWTP as soon as that is 
available/commissioned. The section of the pipeline from the new WWTP to the existing WRC 
will be redundant; if left in place underground measures must be taken to prevent collapse or 
contamination.  
 
3 Incorporating some form of emergency overflow/escape at the Waterbeach pumping station 
could protect residents and might also protect residents from cross flow between the old and 
new town areas. 

 

 
94 CWWTPR PEI Introductory Paper Map p11 
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2.12.3 Chesterton, Milton and Fen Road 

During the initial four-arm reconfiguration of A14/Horningsea Road junction phase there is likely to 
be impact at Milton roundabout at the A14 Junction 33 due to Junction 34 temporary closure. During 
operation there is likely to be impact on the roundabout from the increased number of sludge lorries 
accessing the A14 to access the site. 
Construction of the transfer tunnel from Cowley Road to the proposed site will cause disruption with 
noise and vibration and during operation likelihood of odour from the ventilation shafts. 

Recommendations: 

1 Stringent monitoring of HGVs involved in construction and maintenance will be required.  
 
2 Reinstatement of land to its original use when damaged during construction of the transfer 
tunnel should not be delayed to the end of the construction period but remedied in sequence. 
 

2.12.4 Fen Ditton  

For impact on landscape and visual see 2.2.3 above. Comments on the Landscape Masterplan in 
relation to Fen Ditton are similar to those of Horningsea in 2.12.5 below.  

During the initial four-arm reconfiguration of A14/Horningsea Road junction phase, estimated to be 
four months, there will be considerable disruption to traffic wanting to travel north from Fen Ditton 
and Cambridge. Commuters, normally using the A14 to travel westward, will have to find another 
route with consequential congestion within Fen Ditton. Access to Fen Ditton from the north will also 
be disrupted.  

Recommendations 
1 Further engagement with residents on the way diversions will be managed during the 
necessary closure of A14 junction 34 during construction phase. 
 
2  Stringent monitoring of HGVs involved in construction to prevent them using Horningsea 
Road either northwards or southwards. 
 
3 Careful management during construction phase to present mud and debris on Horningsea 
Road. 
 
4 Stringent monitoring of vehicles, including sludge lorries, for permanent access, to prevent 
them travelling south on Horningsea Road. 

2.12.5 Horningsea 
The main impact on Horningsea will be the close proximity (800m) of a large industrial site to a very 
small rural village. This, and recommendations for mitigation, are captured in section 2.2.3 above, 
including comments on the landscape master plan proposals, especially screening on Horningsea 
Road. We disagree with statements in the Landscape Masterplan95 that proposals will benefit the local 
area, including the Horningsea Community. The earthworks bund cannot disguise the digesters rising 
15m above it. New tree planting on the northern border of the site could not filter views from 

 
95 CWWTPR Outline Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management Plan p12 
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Horningsea effectively. The current view is of flat agricultural land; there will be no benefit in views 
of a sewage works 

Recommendations 
1 Stringent monitoring of HGVs involved in the construction and maintenance of Waterbeach 
transfer pipeline to ensure no access via Horningsea High Street or Clayhithe Road. 
 
2 With regard to the risk of sewage pollution of land and watercourses in Horningsea, the Black 
Ditch and Quy Fen should an extreme event or other system failure occur. incorporating some 
form of emergency overflow/escape at the Waterbeach pumping station could avoid this.  

2.13 Health  

We object to the relocation because of its impact on mental well-being by depriving residents of the 
current recreational aspects of the area, the impact of construction and operational activity and the 
presence of an industrial site on previous rural aspect. The area is used by visitors from other places as 
well as residents of Fen Ditton, Horningsea and Cambridge City Abbey Ward. The latter is recognised 
as one of the most deprived areas of Cambridge96 and the continuing access to an area of green space 
is vital for well-being.  

The UK Health Security Agency recognises a complex relationship between noise, amenity and 
community change with mental health and well-being. Mental well-being is necessary for the 
achievement of a healthy resilient and thriving population. The opportunities for exercise97, such as 
walking, horse-riding and cycling, in the site area will be diminished and the noise, disruption, odour 
and visual receptors will impact Quality of Life. Proposals for new public rights of way cannot be 
relied on due to land ownership. These proposals also lacked detail and explanation of the associated 
gates. 

Recommendations 
1 Some reduction in stress could be achieved by using Option 3 Site Access (dedicated service 
road from the lay-by on northern carriageway of the A14 between Junctions 34 and 35) for 
construction and for permanent traffic instead of the proposed reconfiguration of A14 Junction 
34. 
 
2 The impact of noise, vibration and disruption from sludge lorries could be reduced by not 
increasing the secondary treatment facility, thus reducing the level of imported sludge. This 
might also reduce the need for night-time lighting. 
 
3 Both close and distance screening with sufficiently dense trees and hedges would improve the 
impact on visual receptors; a tree and hedge maintenance programme for the whole life of the 
site would be needed. Maintenance of footpaths and Rights of Way would facilitate exercise, but 
the area would only be used for recreation if odour levels were reduced to zero. 

 

 
96 Cambridge Independent article 1 February 2021 “The forgotten ward in England’s most unequal city”.  
Cambridgeshire Insight Index of Multiple Deprivation 2019 
97 The influence of physical activity on mental well-being; Fox, KR Public Health Nutrition; 2(3a), 411-418 May 
1999 
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2.14 Water resources 

The water topic covers flows, quality and flooding (under normal conditions with links to storm flow 
conditions) in surface water and groundwater.  The PEIR 98notes that these matters are subject to 
permits issued by the Environment Agency99.   

2.14.1 Flows 

The PEIR does not provide baseline or future permitted flows from the sewage treatment works. 
Following the Cambridge Independent’s article in January 2021 about AW’s discharges into the River 
Cam exceeding their legally permitted flows, Fen Ditton Parish Council subsequently obtained some 
background information from the Environment Agency, DEFRA and OFWAT. Responses suggest that 
the existing works at Cowley Road had a permitted discharge of 36,000m3/day which was set before 
2004, raised to 37,330m3/day in 2010 and was current until at least 2021 and is possibly still current. 

Between 2015 and 2020, actual dry weather flows (DWF) were between 40,091m3/day and 
43,463m3/d.  AW then began investigating the likely permitted quality limits for a proposed increase to 
44,851m3/day; intended to bridge the gap until the proposed CWWTPR would be operational. FDPC 
have requested the Environment Agency to provide an update on the status of and any reports relating 
to this proposed increase. This may include material or recommendations from Anglian Water’s 
consultations with Natural England. 

In discussion of 19 April 2022, AW advised that treatment capacity is not just a function of population 
served; per capita water supply being one of the other factors. In their OFWAT submission of 30 Aug 
2019, which covers the current price review period, AW states that Cambridge STW served a 
population equivalent of 161,905 (based on 2017-18 data).  2016 data reported elsewhere shows the 
existing works was treating wastewater for a population equivalent of 143,927 against a capacity of 
200,000.  

It appears therefore, that AW’s proposed increase in permitted DWF to a value of 44,851m3/day must 
be intended to accommodate the growth in Cambridge’s population from 2017 to 2028 plus the 
addition of flows from the existing Waterbeach Plant (capacity 6490 PE) and the additional growth in 
population to be served in the new and old areas of Waterbeach. This conclusion that the enlargement 
in future may be both necessary and brought forward by the addition of Waterbeach does not lend any 
support to whether there is an operational need to move, AW having previously asserted there was 
scope to provide additional capacity at the existing site.  

The PEIR notes that the 95 percentile flow in the River Cam at Bottisham lock is 0.9m3/s. This is 
equivalent to 77,760m3/d.  Although this flow and the DWF (calculated as the 90 percentile observed 
discharge) are not necessarily concurrent, it is clear that treated effluent discharge is a significant 
fraction of low flows in the river and therefore does, and will continue to, adds significantly to water 
resources downstream in critical periods.  The PEIR notes that high river flows are over 100 times 
greater than low flows; it follows that treated effluent is a small percentage of these high flows and 
their corresponding water levels. 

 
98 CWWTP PEI Water Resources 2022 
99 Environment Agency Guidance Discharges to surface water and ground water: environmental permits 
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The PEIR notes that flows in the Waterbeach IDB drains would reduce as a result of the transfer of the 
effluent to the proposed works.     

These conclusions do not relate to water quality aspects which are discussed in the next section. 

Recommendations 

1 AW should provide a clear statement of their predictions covering the period from 2015 to 
2050 of: populations to be served; flow to full treatment; Dry Weather Flow and treatment 
capacity. 

 
2 AW should provide their assumed future values of Q95 flows at Bottisham Lock.  
 
    
2.14.2 Water Quality  

AW state in the PEIR Introductory Paper that “…The Environment Agency has proposed, as a result 
of the permit pre-application process, the following indicative limits for the proposed Cambridge 
WWTP”.  A member has compared the existing and proposed, improved water quality limits as 
shown below. They include a column factored by 275,000/200,000 (the nominal population served) to 
give a sense of the difference in total loading on the downstream river system were the discharges to 
operate at water quality limits in proportion to the number of persons served.    

Water Quality Element (mg/l) Existing Proposed 
Factored 
Existing 

Phosphorus 1 0.4 0.55 
Total Suspended Solids 20 14 19.25 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 15 11 15.13 
Ammonia 5 3 4.13 

 

Analysis suggests that the quantum of three determinands as a downstream load will change by less 
than +1 to -18% with the new limits in place apart from phosphorus where a reduction of 45% will be 
required. This may relate to the statement that the River Cam and the Lode are already classed as 
“Poor” due to phosphorus concentrations. This conclusion that improved discharge standards are 
required in future does not lend any support to whether there is an operational need to move.  

Elsewhere, AW state in the PEIR material on biodiversity100 that the impact of the proposed discharges 
will be subject to a Habitats Regulations Assessment which will examine the impact on downstream 
sites including The Wash.  However, this assessment would not cover the Black Ditch and Quy Fen 
SSSI due to the lower conservation classification of the latter. The PEIR addresses the concern that the 
overall design of the system must prevent effluent or untreated overflows entering the Black Ditch by 
stating “Any surface water which has potential to be contaminated will be contained within an enclosed 
drainage system and passed back for treatment through the proposed WWTP.” However, the pathways 
to the Black Ditch must be included. 

 
100 CWWTPR PEI Biodiversity 



 

Save Honey Hill Group 

Response to CWWTPRP Phase 3 Consultation 

 

41 
 

The PEIR suggests that the desk studies reveal there are ten unlicensed private abstractions from 
boreholes and wells in the area but no major or licensed abstractions. AW predict there will no 
significant changes to groundwater quality.    

Recommendations 

1 AW should provide a copy of the draft Habitats Regulations Assessment.  
 
2 AW should include an assessment of what changes in effluent quality may be required as a 
result of climate change and what assumptions they have made to ensure the future expansion 
to 300,000PE can be accommodated inside the bund.  
 
3 AW should ensure that buried piped land drains are recognised as potential flow and 
pollution pathways to the Black Ditch. 

4 AW should ensure effluent used for pipeline or pressure testing is not discharged to drains 
connected to the Black Ditch. 
 
5 AW should provide their surface drainage strategy. 
 
6 AW should revise their Hydrogeological Impact Assessment Report to include the 
Waterbeach pipeline and ensure that the desk study of groundwater users is expanded to 
include everyone who has or will contact AW about their borehole or well.  
 

2.14.3 Flooding and Stormwater  

AW describe how the proposed works are sited in land not likely to flood. However, this does not lend 
any support to whether there is an operational need to move, since the PEIR also shows this to be true 
of the existing site.  

Our discussion and recommendations on the risk of sewage flooding in and around the proposed site 
and the additional mitigation required are dealt with elsewhere.   

 
3 Location  

We object to the current plant relocating to the proposed site. It is an area of agricultural use in flat 
fenland in the designated Green Belt of South Cambridgeshire and providing separation between the 
villages of Fen Ditton and Horningsea and from the northeast edge of Cambridge. See also 1.2 to 1.4 
Site Selection above 

Applications for minor developments in the Horningsea and Stow-cum-Quy areas have been rejected 
citing impact on Cambridge Green Belt through Policy S/2, HQ/1 and NH/8 of the South 
Cambridgeshire Neighbourhood Plan 2018, Policy Policies S/4 and S/7 of the Local Plan 2018 and 
paras 126, 130, and 134 of the NPPF 2021. Similar consideration should be applied to this proposal. 

Implications of the North East Cambridge Area Action Plan (NECAAP) Anglian Water offers no 
justification for development on Green Belt other than the claim that it will facilitate the move from 
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Cowley Road to release the land for NECAAP. This is despite Greater Cambridge Shared Planning 
stating that “the relocation is not a “requirement” of the North-East Cambridge Area Action Plan and 
must not be referred to as such.”101  
First references to longer term development options at North East Cambridge (NEC) were made in 
1996 in a master plan by Anglian Water and Rail Track to reduce the area of the WWTP, improve the 
function with new technology, including reduction of odour, and build substantial retail development. 
Since then many changes of direction for development at NEC have been proposed and the current 
proposals for the high-rise, high density housing with little green space and poor recreational facilities 
are already outdated. 
Lack of demonstration of exceptional circumstances  As there is no operational requirement to 
move, the applicant has not demonstrated the exceptional circumstances which NPPF and Local Plans 
require for development on Green Belt or a strategic assessment of the need for change. Anglian 
Water has admitted that the proposed plant will not be of improved WWR capacity, technology or 
design from that at the current site. Indeed, it will be more intrusive in a flat fenland setting since none 
of the plant, including digesters, are sunk underground. 

As no exceptional circumstances exist to justify relocating to Green Belt, Anglian Water needs to 
demonstrate that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for the location including retention 
of the current site and making use of suitable brownfield sites and under-utilised land. 

The current site was said to be "Future-proofed” in 2015 by an investment of £23 million. 
 
4 Future Planning  

See also 1.4.2 to 1.4.5 above 

4.1 It is unclear how the scheme provides for Future Population growth, having similar capacity to the 
current site, i.e., 270,000 to 300,000 PE (WRC). Although the Sludge Treatment Centre is said to be 
designed for additional imported sludge, the current import limit is approximately 600m3 per day. It is 
not clear if there is sufficient capacity for imported liquid sludge treatment if an increased limit is set. 
The statement that the plant could accommodate growth to at least 2080 is not supported by any data 
or the impact of additional modular process tanks and equipment. Based on predictions of growth in 
population a capacity of 300,000 PE (WRC) is likely to be reached by 2050; a lifespan of 22 years 
does not compensate for the harm to Green Belt or cost to taxpayers. However, the GCP housing 
trajectory March 2022 was based on the Local Plan 2018 before Covid 19 and Brexit102.  
 
4.2 The proposal does not include sufficient detail on the provision for Climate Change or Future 
Change in Environmental Standards (including capacity calculations).  

4.3 The proposal does not include details of carbon expenditure at future decommissioning. 

5 Land  

5.1 Compulsory Purchase Orders The proposed site at Honey Hill is in Green Belt and is not in 
AW’s ownership. Areas to be used for the Cowley Road to Honey Hill transfer tunnel and 
Waterbeach pipeline are also in private ownership. These areas will require either a Grant of 
Compulsory Purchase Powers for permanent ownership by AW or temporary use during construction. 
There is insufficient evidence for the Grant of Compulsory Purchase Powers (CPO), 

 
101 GCP Response to AW Scoping Report in Scoping Opinion Ref WW010003 November 2021 p6 
102 GCP Housing Trajectory and 5 yr. report Section 37 March 2022 
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including Deliverability Funding103. Government guidance on CPOs requires they are only made 
where there is a compelling case in the public interest. There is no such compelling case; it is not in 
the public interest to increase carbon expenditure by building on Green Belt. AW has chosen to leave 
a viable facility and build a new plant for no operational reason. Compulsory acquisition, either 
permanent or temporary, is not justified when the current site at Cowley Road has sufficient capacity 
and the ability to increase it. 

5.2 Land use management There is insufficient information on the temporary land-use management 
during construction of transfer pipeline and transfer tunnel and their restitution, especially where this 
involves agricultural land. AW needs to confirm that the vent stack at shaft 4 of the transfer tunnel 
will be removed due to impact on local residents.  

5.3 Public Rights of Way (PRoW)104 AW has referred to the creation of new paths for which they 
would apply to make definitive Public Rights of Way, but these do not appear to have been included 
within the land boundary. The reference to temporary gates on PRoWs is not clear or the diversions of 
PRoWs during the construction of Waterbeach pipeline. 

5.4 Loss of agricultural land AW confirms that the site comprises arable land105, including winter 
wheat, oilseed rape and beans. There will be a permanent loss of agricultural land; at a time when 
food security is a priority106, this loss cannot be justified. 

5.5. Mineral resources AW’s Contaminated Land and Minerals document states that the Proposed 
Development is located in a semi-rural location. This is untrue; the area is rural, predominantly arable 
land and soil integrity will be lost or significantly reduced during construction. AW’s scoping 
report107 states that it is “likely that some mineral resources will be removed as part of the  
construction” without supplying the potential quantitative effects on minerals or sufficient mitigation. 
 

6 Cumulative Effects  

Since the early establishment of the Cambridge Green Belt the villages within it, often referred to as 
necklace villages, have been recognised as significant in their contribution to the special character and 
setting of the historic City of Cambridge and as being an integral component of the Green Belt 
protecting it108. In addition to the physical and visual separation of the villages, their rural setting, 
scale, character and identity are established as key characteristics and qualities of the Green Belt to be 
protected109. Protection of the Villages surrounding Cambridge and the historical assets within them is 
also specified in Local Plan Policy110. 

Fen Ditton is one of three innermost villages identified as of particular importance in the setting of 
Cambridge and in need of protection due to its close proximity, foot paths and national trails leading 
out of the City and rural setting111. The Greater Cambridge Green Belt Study (2021)112 identified that 

 
103 Planning Act 2008 Guidance on compulsory acquisition of land 
104 CWWTP PEI Recreation 
105 CWWTPR PEI Outline Framework Soil Management 
106 NFU Ukraine Conflict; the risks and mitigations for food security 
107 Infrastructure Planning Inspectorate EIA Scoping Report 2021  
108 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Assessment 2021 
109 Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002 and Cambridge Inner Belt Boundary Study 2015 
110 SCDC Local Plan 2018 
111 Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002; Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2015 
112 Greater Cambridge Gren Belt Assessment 2021 
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development within Fen Ditton, including Outer Area (OA2) that serves to separate the two villages 
of Fen Ditton and Horningsea, would cause Very Significant Harm to the Green Belt113.  It is within 
this area the relocation of the CWWTP is proposed. 

The relocation of the CWWTP to this location cannot be considered in isolation on account of other 
major developments underway or in plan. The relocation will have a cumulative adverse impact on 
the area in the context of loss of Green Belt and high-quality arable land, adverse impact on 
Conservation Areas and Heritage Assets and Green Infrastructure identified in Local Plans. All of 
which are protected from Development in Local and National Planning Policy114. 

Compound Green Belt Loss 

The Local Plan in 2008 released a significant area of Green Belt in preparation for the development of 
a new urban quarter for up to 13,000 new homes referred to as Cambridge East. The area released 
incorporated Cambridge Airport and land to the North and South of it. This release has impacted on 
Fen Ditton, bringing the City edge to the south east of the village significantly closer and increasing 
the value of the remaining Green Belt around it115. The new Green Belt boundary has been established 
along the ditch and hedgerow line of High Ditch Rd Fen Ditton, a narrow unclassified road providing 
a rural approach to the village containing important historical assets including Graded residential 
properties and remnants of Fleam Dyke116 from which the village name, Fen Ditton originates. High 
Ditch Road makes a significant contribution to the rural setting, character and identity of this historic 
village. The housing development on the north aspect of Cambridge East is now underway, a narrow 
tree line separates the new housing development from High Ditch Rd and important rural approach to 
the village.  

Appendix figures 1 and 2 show the Cambridge Green Belt pre and post the boundary changes to 
accommodate Cambridge East in 2008.  

The proposed site for the relocation of the CWWTP is adjacent to this newly formed Green Belt 
boundary and will have a compound adverse impact. The site identified is to the north- east of Fen 
Ditton, the relocation here would not only give rise to further erosion of the Green Belt but determine, 
in combination with the boundary changes to accommodate Cambridge East, a whole swathe of Green 
Belt previously protecting the village, its character, identity, rural setting etc. is lost. 

The result would be an industrial development to the north-east of the village and a large urban 
development to the south-east. On approach to the village large scale industrial Waste Water 
Infrastructure with digester towers 20m high and 20m wide would be viewed on one side of High 
Ditch Rd where previously there was open Fen Landscape, and a narrow tree line separating a new 
large housing development on the other side of the road where previously there was high quality 
arable land. The site of the CWWTP boundary would be within 500m of residences. 

The Green Belt site proposed for the relocation of CWWTP also serves the Green Belt purpose of 
separating the villages of Fen Ditton and to the north of it, Horningsea117. The size of the site and 
industrial scale of the plant buildings and digester towers would introduce a highly visible industrial 
landscape between the villages in what is an open undeveloped rural Fen Landscape of high-quality 

 
113 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Study Appendix B 
114 SCDC Local Plan 2018; National Policy Statement for Waste Water 2012; National Planning Policy 
Framework 2021 
115 Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2015 
116 Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002 
117 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Assessment 2021 
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arable land, thus eroding the rural setting, individual character, physical relationship and identity of 
the two villages along with further loss of high-quality arable land.  All of which compounds the 
detrimental effect of the proposed site and relocation of CWWTP in the Green Belt and the purposes 
and objectives it serves - to protect the setting of Cambridge City and the necklace villages within 
it118. 

Conservation Areas and Historical Assets. 

The villages of Fen Ditton and Horningsea are within defined Conservation Areas 
containing numerous119 historical buildings including those awarded the highest status of protection, 
Grade I and II*. Both village churches, St Mary’s Grade II and St Peter’s Grade I, have historical 
connections with the University. Biggin Abbey II* is in the parish of Fen Ditton located between both 
villages in the adjoining Baits Bite Lock Conservation Area, renowned for its history as the residence 
of The Bishops of Ely and having been visited by Henry III, Edward I and Edward II119.  

The three Conservation Areas, Fen Ditton, Horningsea and Baits Bite Lock lie within 500-800m of 
the proposed site boundary, the tree lined avenue to the Abbey is within 5 metres of the proposed 
CWWTP site boundary, the Abbey itself 500 metres120.  

Due to the scale of the plant and open Fen Landscape there will be extensive views of the proposed 
site, plant and digestor towers from within all three Conservation Areas and approach roads to both 
villages. Contrary to Local and National Planning Policy121, this will have a significant cumulative 
detrimental impact on the character and setting of the Conservation Areas and historical assets within 
them across a large geographical area encompassing the site. 

The construction and operation of the proposed relocated CWWTP will determine increased traffic 
including HGVs on low grade roads of unclassified, Grade C and B category, all with weight limits 
that currently exclude HGV’s. These roads are the access roads to the Villages of Fen Ditton and 
Horningsea, both essentially linear in form, and run through the centre of them. This increase in traffic 
will have a detrimental cumulative impact on the character of the Conservation Areas, local 
communities and Villages when combined with the increase in traffic anticipated on these roads as a 
result of the Waterbeach New Town development which is underway. This Development is for up to 
11,000 homes and located directly to the north of Horningsea122. 

If the Development Consent Order (DCO) for the proposed relocation of CWWTP is granted there 
will be yet a further large-scale development of up to 8,300 new homes undertaken to the West of Fen 
Ditton and Horningsea across the far side of the River Cam running for some distance in parallel with 
Stourbridge, Fen Ditton and Baits Bite Lock Conservation Areas. This development known as the 
North East Cambridge Area Action Plan (NECAAP) will be built at an unprecedented level of density 
for Cambridge and will include many multiple storey buildings, both residential and commercial. 

Following public consultation, the number of storeys of the residential buildings proposed has been 
reduced to 4-6 stories generally and a maximum of 10122. However, these, along with commercial 
buildings will still be visible from within the Fen Ditton and Baits Bite lock Conservation Areas. The 
visibility of the buildings across the river in addition to light pollution and potential noise has been 
identified as having an impact on the setting and character of historical assets and Conservation Areas 

 
118 Greater Cambridge Green Belt Assessment 2021 
119 Historic England List entry 1178408 
120 SCDC Planning Map 
121 SCDC Local Plan 2018; National Policy Statement for Waste Water 2012 
122 SCDC Local Plan 2018 
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in the vicinity of the River Cam including Fen Ditton; mitigation would be limited to tree planting and 
put at risk the openness of the landscape123. 

Uniquely, if the proposed relocation of CWWTP is granted a Development Consent Order the 
Conservation Areas, Villages and communities living within them will in combination be significantly 
negatively impacted by the introduction of a highly visible large scale industrial plant with odour risk 
and multiple increase in HGV traffic  in open Green Belt within 500 m of Conservation Area 
boundaries to the east and a new high density urban multiple storey housing development  within  500 
metres of the Conservation Area boundaries to the west; the River Cam corridor and river side 
footpaths dividing the two124 are illustrated in Appendix Fig 3. 

See Appendix Fig 3 Representative Image of Cumulative Urbanisation /Effects on Conservation 
Area, Historic Villages and Green Belt.  

Green Infrastructure and PRoWs 

The character and setting of Fen Ditton and Horningsea makes them popular destination villages for 
Cambridge City residents, visitors and international tourists to the City. The River Cam corridor, a 
core ‘green finger’ extending from the City out to the rural villages provides popular circular off road 
riverside walking and cycling routes to the villages and national trails that extend into the wider open 
Fen Landscape beyond. 

The River Cam Corridor is within the Cambridge Green Belt and identified in the Local Plan 
(2018)125 as an area of Strategic Green Infrastructure to be maintained and enhanced. The proposed 
NECAAP development outlined above contrary to Local and National Planning Policy126will have a 
negative impact on the rural quality of the River Cam Corridor and the character and setting of 
Stourbridge, Fen Ditton and Baits Bite Lock Conservation Areas. The Development will introduce a 
dense urban landscape to these three Conservation Areas for some distance along the River tow path 
and the separation from the felt experience of built development from the River Cam and Green Belt 
reduced, thus the rural quality of the Green Infrastructure and purpose of Green Belt negatively 
impacted. 

The proposed site and relocation of the CWWTP will have a cumulative detrimental impact on the 
rural quality of this Strategic Green Infrastructure. There will be an industrial landscape and clear 
views of the digestor towers on the far side of the river in the vicinity of Baits Bite Lock Conservation 
Area and the existing long open Fen views towards Newmarket Heath to the East here will be lost; 
views of a dense urban development of NECAAP extending along the tow path one side of the river 
and views of an industrial plant at scale on the other. 

PROWs and Wicken Fen Vision 

The Fen Landscape in the area is one of a number of distinct landscapes recognised as forming part of 
the setting of Cambridge and a key characteristic of the Green Belt127. A network of PRoWs and 
national trails provide public access free from roads to open undeveloped Fen landscape; Quy Fen of 

 
123 Agenda Document GCP Joint Local Planning Advisory Group 2021; North East Cambridge Heritage Impact 
Assessment 
124 SCDC Planning Map 
125 SCDC Local Plan 2018 
126 NPPF 2021 
127 SCDC Local Plan 2018 
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SSSI status; permissive pathways of the National Trust (NT); the Registered Historic House and 
Gardens of Anglesey Abbey (NT) and further, some 11 miles on out to Wicken Fen (NT).  

The National Trust is in the process of further restoration of the Fen, the project known as The 
Wicken Fen Vision. The intention is to continue to restore the Fen back towards Cambridge City, 
creating further high-quality recreational space including additional walking and cycling routes.128 

The southern boundary of the Wicken Fen Vision has been identified as being north of the A14 
encompassing the Honey Hill area and will provide the main access point for the Cambridge and 
South Cambridgeshire population.  In addition, this high-quality area of Green Infrastructure features 
in the Cambridge East Area Action Plan; the intention being to extend a green corridor from across 
the development on the airport site through the development in the north of the airport to connect on 
to the Fen. Appendix 1 Fig 4 illustrates the extent of the NT Wicken Fen Vision culminating north of 
the A14.129 

See Appendix 1 Fig 4 Wicken Fen Vision –southern boundary extending to North of the A14 
encompassing Honey Hill area 

The proposed site for the relocation of the CWWTP is within the area of land creating the Southern 
boundary and access point for the Wicken Fen Vision. Notwithstanding mitigation measures proposed 
by Anglian Water are of improved biodiversity, tree planting and the creation of recreational paths 
within the designated site area; the industrial scale of the plant, change in landscape, odour zone, plant 
traffic and extensive views of the digestor towers from existing PRoWs encompassing the CWWTP 
area cannot be fully mitigated and, in culmination, will have a significant detrimental effect on the 
intended Wicken Fen Vision. 

The relocation would be contrary to Local and National Planning Policy that protects Strategic 
Infrastructure identified in Local Plans from Development and seeks to enhance it 130. The installation 
of the CWWTP in this location would jeopardise the quality and aspirations of the Wicken Fen Vision 
for the people of Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire. 

Conclusion 

The amount of housing development underway throughout Cambridge and South Cambridge is 
unprecedented; a 30% increase on existing homes in Greater Cambridge Local Plan131.   The proposed 
relocation of CWWTP to the Site Area identified will have a significant cumulative adverse impact on 
aspects of the local environment which are very important to local people, which enhance their quality 
of life and which are protected by Local and National Planning Policy: Green Belt, Conservation 
Areas and Historical Assets and Green Infrastructure. 

The two villages and surrounding area most affected by the proposed relocation have an important 
role in the special character and setting of Cambridge. They are recreational destination villages for 
Cambridge residents and visitors; enriched by a network of footpaths and national trails bringing 
people from the centre of Cambridge out into an open rural fen landscape. The potential of the NT 

 
128 Wicken fen e-booklet 2018 
129 Cambridge East Area Action Plan 
130 SCDC Local Plan 2018;  National Policy Statement for Waste Water 2012; National Planning Policy 
framework 2021 
131 Greater Cambridge Local Plan First Proposals 2021 
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Wicken Fen Vision will further enhance the area and provide extensive high quality green 
infrastructure to the growing population. 

Given there is no operational requirement for the CWWTP to relocate132, that neither the emerging 
Local Plan or NECAAP require the relocation of CWWTP133, that there are uncertainties as to how 
many new homes will be required or built and that alternatives exist to fulfil the housing 
requirement without encroachment on the Green Belt (outlined in Section 1.4.2) it is argued that the 
cumulative adverse impact detailed above outweighs any benefit from the proposed relocation of 
CWWTP to the Site Area identified. 

 

Save Honey Hill Group 

26 April 2022 

 
132 HIFF Business Case 7-12-18 
133 Agenda Document GCP Joint Local Planning Advisory Group 2021 
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Appendix 1 

Photo 1 Recommended Photomontage from Footpath 85/6;162/1 looking East 

 

Photo 2. View from exit of Footpath 85/5-130/3 looking North East Recommended Hedgerow/Tree 
Planting 
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Photo 3 View from Fen Ditton Conservation Area-Fen Ditton Recreation Ground looking North East 

 

Photo 4 View from Fen Ditton , footpath  85/3 -85/4 junction - photomontage recommended  
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Photo 5 Visual Impact and Placement of Existing Discharge Outflow – runner shows scale, less than 
2m in length and unobtrusive. River bank piled, not used by nesting birds, in contrast to south side of 
river which is primarily provides a natural habitat. 

 

 

Photo 6 Alternative Viewpoint - Footpath Stow cum Quy 218/2 Harcamlow Way near Quy Mill 
looking North West 
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Photo 7 Alternative representative viewpoint taken from Footpath 130/6 looking south  

 

 

Photo 8 Alternative representative viewpoint from 218/5 looking south east 
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Fig.1 

 
Fig. 2 

 
 
 



 

Save Honey Hill Group 

Response to CWWTPRP Phase 3 Consultation 

 

54 
 

 

Fig 3 

 

Fig 4 Wicken Fen Map – extending to North of the A14 and encompassing Honey Hill area  
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Appendix 2 

Links to documents cited above 

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Scheme    A14 

Abbey Ward – Cambridge independent    Abbey People   

Anglesey Abbey      Anglesey Abbey  

Anthony Browne MP Housebuilding    Anthony Browne MP Housebuilding 

Anglian Water Letter Pursuant of NSIP S35   AW letter NSIP S35 

Anglian Water Phase 3 Consultation Leaflet 2022  AW Ph 3 Consultation Leaflet  

AW Water recycling long-term plan 2018   AW Long-term Plan 

Biodiversity & Green Spaces Topic Paper   GCP LP Biodiversity 2021 

CCC Traffic Monitoring Report 2020    Traffic Monitoring 

Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002    Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002 

Cambridge Inner Gren Belt Boundary Study 2015  Inner Green Belt Boundary 

Cambridge & Peterborough Independent Economic review CPIER 2018 

Decision Cambridge Northern FringeEast   Decision CNF 2018 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs  DEFRA  

Environment Journal 2016     Environment Journal 

Environment Agency – permits     EA environmental permits 

Final Site Selection  - Environmental Assessment  Stage 4 Final Site Selection EA  

Food Security       NFU Food Security 

GCP Development Strategy Options 2020   GCP Development Strategy 

Greater Cambridge City Deal 2014    Greater Cambridge City Deal 2014
      

Greater Cambridge Green Belt Assessment 2021   GCP Green Belt Assessment  

Greater Cambridge Local Plan Preferred Options 2021  GCP LP Preferred Options 21 

Guidance on NSIP & Housing      Plannning Act 2008 

Historic England Listing (Biggin Abbey)   Historic England Listing 

Ida Darwin Development     Ida Darwin Development 
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Index of Multiple Deprivation - Abbey    IMD Abbey 

Marleigh Development      Marleigh 

National Planning Policy Framework 2021   NPPF 2021 

National Policy Statement Waste Water    NPS Waste Water  

Natural Cambridgeshire      Natural Cambridgeshire 

North East Cambridge Area Action Plan    NECAAP 

OFWAT       OFWAT    

Preliminary Environmental Information Introductory Paper PEI Inroductory Paper 

PEI Landscape and Visual     PEILV 

Public Rights of Way      PRoW 

Rochdale Envelope      Rochdale Envelope Advice Note 9 

Scoping Opinion Infrastructure Planning Inspectorate  Scoping Opinion 

SCDC Cabinet Meeting Agenda – NECAAP   SCDC Cabinet Agenda NECAAP
     

South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018    SCDC LP 2018 

Waterbeach New Town      Waterbeach New Town 

Wicken Fen Vision e-booklet     Wicken Fen Vision 

Wicken Fen Vision Map     Wicken Fen Map  
   

 

 

 


