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Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation  
 info@cwwtpr.com 
 

         11 September 2020  
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
CWWTPR  - FDPC Consultation Response 
 
Please find attached our response to the above non-statutory consultation. In summary 
Fen Ditton Parish Council (FDPC) OBJECTS to the possible selection of Site 3 at Honey 
Hill. Our objection is based around issues pertaining to the unique qualities and features 
of Honey Hill including: 

 It is an area of pristine, rural Green Belt which has been singled out for special 
protection; 

 It is a location that has been given an important role by policy-makers for 
providing “countryside recreation” to an expanding Cambridge East; 

 It is inside the area of the Wicken Fen Vision which contains sites of special 
scientific interest (SSSI).  

 Being at the southern end of the Vision area, Honey Hill is at the gateway of the 
green corridor connecting the Vision area to Cambridge; 

 It contains a number of protected species including some that are Rare or 
Vulnerable or Endangered; 

 It is a site containing distinctive and vulnerable groundwater/geological features 
with pathways to protected environmental receptors, including an SSSI, that will 
be affected by the inevitable groundwater pollution if a works is sited there;  

 The access for HGVs and other vehicles is poor where on narrow country roads or 
byways both of which would have to be shared with non-car users. The proposed 
use of Newmarket Road and turning to High Ditch Road will increase delays for 
other users.  

 The area and access are a source of significant archaeological heritage which will 
be destroyed unless preserved at potentially high cost; and; 

 Although we represent the residents of Fen Ditton which includes Marleigh, the 
area in development for several thousand people but not yet in occupation, we are 
part of a wider group of communities opposing this proposal which includes the 
villages of Horningsea, Stow cum Quy, Teversham and residents of Cambridge 
City through Abbey Ward and beyond. 

  
The above points are discussed in full in Appendix 1 which also presents some 
information to which you may not have had access hitherto as well as some extra 
information that you have provided during the consultation period.  
 
In Appendix 2 we present our comments and objections to the site selection process 
itself. 
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APPENDIX 1 - OBJECTIONS TO SELECTION OF SITE 3 
 
 
 

1) PLANNING POLICY. 
 
The unique qualities and features of Honey Hill and its inclusion within the Green 
Belt are underpinned by the many references to Fen Ditton, Teversham, and High 
Ditch Rd in the 2002 Green Belt Study supporting the 2018 Local Development 
Framework (see detailed references in Sections 5 and 10 below). The Vision 
Statement in section 7.5 of that Study mirrors the point that many people enjoy easy 
access (with scope for improvement – see Section 14 below) to the area of Honey 
Hill, Quy Fen and the Wicken Fen Vision area in general so they can appreciate the 
setting of special character of East Cambridge.  
 
In an emailed response of 21st August, AW suggested that the particular 
characteristics of each site and how they perform against the purposes of the 
Cambridge Green Belt will be taken into account in making a decision on the site 
finally selected. For Stage 4 more detailed assessment of the sites and the potential 
impact of development on them in both Green Belt and Landscape & Visual 
Amenity terms is being undertaken before the final site selection is made. 
 
At the Stow-cum-Quy PC meeting of Wed 29th July, AW explained the approval 
process as being one whereby they would have to demonstrate to the Planning 
Inspector that the incursion into the Green Belt was justified and that they would 
also have to demonstrate that the mitigation they planned for the site they had 
selected was sufficient taking into account the site characteristics including 
planning policies. 
 
Justification for a move into the Green Belt 

We object to the justification for a move being stated to be not for 
operational reasons but to unblock the development of brownfield land by 
others within the NECAAP development. 

• The current proposals to move the sewage works are based on the 
assumption that the works must move to allow several thousand new homes 
to be built in conjunction with a large area of commercial premises. 
However, we object to this, on grounds often expressed to parish councillors 
by many of our residents, that the move will effectively expand the built 
environment of Cambridge into the Green Belt.  

• It is sophistry to suggest that the new housing will be built on available 
‘brownfield’ land since AW have said there is no reason for them to move 
other than a result of the aspiration to build more housing and commercial 
premises. The proposed move will thus merely take up Green Belt land to 
create ‘brownfield’. 
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• It is highly objectionable that any investigation of the justification does not 
appear to sit within this consultation but rather within the NEECAAP itself 
thus allowing AW to absolve itself from responsibility for the move.  

 Review of the Phase one CWWTPR Site Selection Technical Summary 
Para 1.2.5 states that “…   Cambridge WWTP, which is one of the last 
remaining large brownfield sites suitable for regeneration in Cambridge”.  
This statement pre-judges that it is suitable in spite of being in use and 
viable for the foreseeable future. We assert it is only suitable if the existing 
sewage works can be moved without unacceptable impact given that 
funding is also constrained by the Government award. This statement does 
not address the question of whether or not a site with acceptable impacts 
could be found albeit at greater cost. 

 Para 2.1.2 of the same report states that “The National Policy Statement for 
Waste Water” is relevant. However, that document also states in para 1.1.4 
that “In consequence, the sustainability effects of the NPS have been 
considered in the context of new waste water NSIPs within a mature urban 
environment”. This raises the question: could the existing site be 
reconfigured in an urban setting rather than being the object of a land grab 
for the purposes of the NECAAP? 

  AW’s Site Selection Technical Summary - Table 6.1 Fine Screening 
includes statement as to Affordability “Assessment of whether development 
of a new WWTP would be achievable within the limits of the HIF funding”. 
This point is amplified in para 3.2.2 of AW’s Stage 3 - Fine Screening 
Report.  What input to HIF funding did AW have? The impression is that 
there may have been a self-fulfilling forecast. Para 6.4.2 later states that this 
is the most important criterion. This points to the critical importance of a 
possible underestimate being built into the process irrespective of whether 
this was done with input by AW or was done separately by others. The 
consequence of an underestimate is that a number of potential sites may 
have been rejected.   
 

Efficacy of ‘Mitigation’ 
In subsequent sections, we review some of the criteria assessed in site selection and 
query whether ‘mitigation’ could be used in practice to overcome the problems of 
relocating to Site 3. We do not consider that any necessary mitigation should be 
rejected if it is not deemed by AW to be ‘affordable’ since cost is stated to be the 
most important criterion for rejecting some other sites from being included for 
possible selection and there is no discussion of how much mitigation is built into 
the design (other than a point about secondary lining in tunnels).   
 
We note that AW have stated that the land take for mitigation such as landscaping 
is not included in the 22ha required for a relocated works.  
 
The Wicken Fen Vision 
We object to the proposal to use Site 3 because we support the National Trust’s 
Wicken Fen Vision and this important aspiration appears to be ignored by AW in 
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evaluating sites for a relocated sewage works. Many of the individual 
characteristics of the Honey Hill area support this vision. Honey Hill forms the 
south-western gateway to an unbroken fenland landscape with far reaching views 
towards Wicken Fen, itself a new member of the European Rewilding Network and 
a World Heritage Site with a greater diversity of wildlife than elsewhere in Great 
Britain. The national significance of Wicken Fen and the Vision was emphasized 
on the BBC with a dedicated episode of Book of the Week on 27 Aug 2020 with 
readings by Helen MacDonald on nature reserves and our precious relationship with 
the natural world. 
 
The Wicken Fen Vision encompasses the whole broad tract of land from the A14 
through Honey Hill to Wicken Fen. The aspiration of the Vision is to restore and 
protect this nationally important fenland environment so that it can be enjoyed by 
all. A 22ha sewage works, lit at night, with several tanks up to 26 m high would 
dominate the south-western gateway to the Vision and thereby completely destroy 
it. 
 
 

2)  EASE OF ACCESS. 
 
When asked, AW declined to rule out at this stage either the proposed Quy 
Roundabout – High Ditch Road access route or a possible (implied by the blue area 
on Figure 6 in the Consultation leaflet) route using the A14-Horningsea Road 
junction as being unsuitable for access to Site 3. AW confirmed that traffic 
management would be resolved later and pointed out that some possible sites have 
been screened out because the road access passed through communities. On the 
secondary point raised that the Horningsea Cycleway was used by children going 
to school and therefore air quality was important, AW reported that its policy is to 
switch the vehicle fleet from diesel by 2030. 
 
AW reports that there would be 146 HGV movements to or from the site as well as 
smaller vehicles each day with normal working hours being between 7 am and 
6 pm. We calculate that if, say, 80% of these movements take place over an 11-
hour period, there would be an HGV passing any given point on the route every 
5.6 minutes along with the other vehicles. Our objection is that there are clear 
grounds for rejecting the proposed route for the following reasons: 
  

a. Quy Roundabout to High Ditch Road junction is already congested and 
more HGV movements would add to the delays. More detailed study by 
AW might show how many of their HGVs already use Quy roundabout on 
round trips on the A14 to the existing site at Milton.  We acknowledge that 
it is possible that the quantum of extra AW HGVs using the roundabout and 
Newmarket Road is a small proportion relative to the number of HGVs from 
all sources between Quy Roundabout and Airport Way roundabout. 

b. The turn off from Newmarket Road westbound onto High Ditch Road is a 
right turn across on-coming traffic from a small holding section in mid 
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carriageway. This is a tricky manoeuvre even with a private car and would 
be more dangerous with an HGV due to its lower acceleration. Pulling out 
and turning left from High Ditch Road onto Newmarket Road eastbound is 
slightly easier but nevertheless tricky in fast moving traffic. The 
introduction of traffic lights or a roundabout to make an at-grade junction 
safer for use by AW’s HGVs would inevitably lead to further delays for 
traffic on Newmarket Road. Since traffic on this stretch of road can back up 
to the roundabouts at either end, further delays and safety issues will occur 
elsewhere than the High Ditch Road junction. 

c. This end of High Ditch Road cuts across NCP 51 and junction 
improvements have been discussed between FDPC/Stow cum Quy PC and 
SUSTRANS in a study for the DtP linked to the Swaffham / Bottisham 
Greenways. The introduction of HGVs would pose further safety risk and 
delays for cyclists and pedestrians on this path. 

d. High Ditch Road is a narrow, rural road with a weight restriction of 18 
tonnes. The introduction of HGVs at a frequency of less than every 6 
minutes would pose further safety risk and delays for cyclists and 
pedestrians on this road. It also happens to be on Fleam Dyke, an ancient 
feature of great historic importance the widening of which would be an act 
of heritage vandalism. 

e. Low Fen Drove is a narrow farm track used by horse riders and others to 
access the area of the Wicken Fen Vision. Clearly, HGV lorries are 
completely incompatible with existing users and so costly upgrading, 
particularly of the bridge over the A14, would be required to provide 
separation. 

f. Some HGVs and other vehicles would inevitably try to access High Ditch 
Road via Fen Ditton village. Whereas many AW drivers might be trained 
and monitored to avoid this, there would be visitors, people relying on 
Satnavs and periods of heavy congestion that would lead to this route being 
attempted. If connecting to the A14, such traffic would pass the primary 
school. Any traffic using High Ditch Road at its western end would add to 
congestion and disturbance within the community.  

g. It is notable that there are virtually no HGVs using High Ditch Road or 
Lower Fen Drove at present. 

h. Throughout the planning process for the Marleigh development it was clear 
from the start that assess to the estate from High Ditch Road was not 
practical and therefore outline planning specifically excludes access, both 
during construction and later for residents 
 

We also object to the possible alternative route for the following reasons: 
i. The B1047 Horningsea Road - A14 junction is heavily used by traffic 

passing through Fen Ditton into Cambridge. HGVs going to a works and 
turning left at the traffic lights at the top of the off ramp would delay other 
road users. 

j. HGVs leaving the works and right turning through the traffic lights onto the 
on ramp would also delay other vehicles. 
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k. Traffic for the works connecting to areas east of the junction would have to 
use the A14 - A10 junction at Milton to turn back to the B1047 – A14 
junction.  Remodelling the junction with extra slip roads would be highly 
objectionable if it led to more traffic using the B1047 Horningsea Road and 
Ditton Lane to avoid the Newmarket Road. 

l. Both sets of traffic lights cut across the shared cycle and footpath forming 
on the Horningsea Greenway as used by some children at Fen Ditton 
Primary School. 

m. It is notable that there are virtually no HGVs using B1047 Horningsea Road 
- A14 junction at present – not least because there are weight limits in place. 
 

It might be that AW could propose to develop a purpose-built interchange off the 
A14 to avoid the objections we raise. 
      

3) AFFORDABILTY  
 
See 1) above 
 

4) CARBON EMISSIONS 
 
We object to the evaluation of Carbon emissions because AW’s Site Selection 
Technical Summary paras 6.4.13 and 14 quote RELATIVE percentage 
differences not TOTAL percentage differences and therefore exaggerate the 
differences. The overstatement could be considerable and occurs because the 
proposed treatment works itself has been ignored from the calculations. 

Doc 7 - Carbon Assessment - Waste Water Transfer Infrastructure  
1) Paras 2.1.4 and 5 describe how the feed to a relocated works would be by 

gravity tunnel from the Milton site and by pumping main from Waterbeach 
whereas the discharge to the river would be by gravity tunnel and lift pump 
(Option A) or twin pumping pipelines – one for effluent and one for 
stormwater (Option B).   

2) Para 2.1.6 makes it totally clear that the study excludes the embodied 
carbon in the works itself but is only examining the “..additional carbon 
emissions for transferring flows to and from the new WWTP”. The 
percentage differences quoted in para S7 and S8 and Table S1 are therefore 
RELATIVE percentage differences not TOTAL percentage differences and 
therefore exaggerate the differences. The overstatement could be 
considerable. The omission also skews the balance between embodied 
carbon in construction and operational carbon. 

3) Para 2.1.9 explains the rationale for a 20-year period for power 
consumption calculations as “…operational carbon emissions are expected 
to decline due to the significant rate of decarbonisation of the UK power 
supply forecasted over the next two decades”.   This method assumes that 
AW can take advantage of the decarbonisation of marginal power 
production despite being an additional load on the power generation. It 
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could be argued that increased power demand for the pumping at a new 
works should be assigned the carbon consumption value of the most carbon 
intensive source of power available at any time which will be higher than 
the system average. That in turn suggests that a longer period than 20 years 
could also be appropriate since there may be some high carbon production 
in the power generation for many years to come. In both cases, the report 
will underestimate the importance of operational carbon relative to 
embodied carbon in the calculation of total carbon in comparison of 
options. 

4) Para 2.3.1 is opaque as to if the 15-2000 expected population of Waterbeach 
New Town and their associated stormwater flows are included. 

 
5) LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY 

 
We object to AW’s suggestion that a 22-hectare sewage works, lit at night, with 
several tanks up to 26 m high could be constructed above ground without it 
dominating the south-western gateway to the Vision and thereby completely 
destroying it. The tallest structures would rise above the trees and be visible for a 
considerable distance.  
 

 
 
CPRE suggest that this area experiences an up lighting at night of only 1 to 2 
nanowatts/cm2. One of our residents was able to photograph a wonderful tranquil 

26 magl Approx 
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sunset. In contrast the area west of the A10 - A14 interchange was too strongly 
backlit to photograph. A CPRE study suggests light intensities of 16-32 
nanowatts/cm2 on the south side of the A14 and 8-16 nanowatts/cm2 on the north 
side. Although lighting is not mentioned in the consultation documents, AW has 
subsequently confirmed a relocated works would require lighting.   
 
The Cambridge Green Belt Study (2002) section 7.4.8 - Topography Providing a 
Framework to Cambridge describes how “The topography on the east side of 
Cambridge is described in section 7.3.2. Topography is particularly important to 
the setting and special character of the east side of the city as this is where the two 
areas of greatest contrast lie closest to the urban area. It is important that these 
contrasts in landform are not masked by development. Development should not, in 
particular, be allowed on the chalk hills or on the fens where it is uncharacteristic 
and would adversely affect the historical relationship between built development 
and landform.” The point is amplified in the Extract from the Cambridge Green 
Belt Study (2002) - Townscape and Landscape Analysis below.  This map shows – 
via green arrows - the distinctive and large triangle of open countryside between 
Fen Ditton, Horningsea and Stow-cum-Quy; this is the largest area north of 
Cambridge, and needs preserving. 

 

 

 
 
We consider that there is an inherent flaw in the analysis of landscape character is 
because Fen Ditton and Baits Bite designated Conservation Areas are both within 
the study area, close to site 3, but were not included in the list in the Fine Screening 
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Report section 2.2.1 of Appendix C - Landscape and Visual Amenity. Both have 
have statutory conservation area appraisals. 
 
Section 7.3.4 of the Study is entitled ‘Landscape Character’ and states that “the 
landscape east of Cambridge is comprised of four local landscape character areas 
with a strong rural character (including Fen Ditton Eastern Fen Edge): ‘The 
situation of the small villages in this rural setting is an important part of the setting 
and special character of East Cambridge.”. 
 
The above discussion of the landscape and critical views clearly points to the 
unsuitability of Site 3 at Honey Hill for a major development of 22 ha with 26 m 
high structures, lighting and new access roads. 
 

6) NATURE CONSERVATION AND BIODIVERSITY 
 
AW’s desk-based studies are presented in the Stage 3 - Fine Screening Nature 
Conservation and Biodiversity Appraisal which includes a review of their data on 
species present in the area. The report notes that species classed as “Rare” have 
been observed in the area of Site 3 (Site L).  We draw attention below to other, 
recent observations that should also be taken into account since they include a 
“Vulnerable” and an “Endangered” species of Hymenoptera. Informal observations 
of larger animals by regular walkers in the area include rodents, hare and deer and 
predators such at barn owl, badger and fox. In combination, these observations 
suggest a rich and diverse ecosystem benefitting from the variety of vegetation 
present. 
 
The County Recorder for Hymenoptera (bees and wasps) visits Low Fen Drove at 
Honey Hill regularly because of its extraordinary biodiversity compared with many 
local nature reserves, eg. Coton NR, Milton CP and Wandlebury. In this year (2020) 
alone, over 146 species of wasps and bees have been recorded despite a particular 
focus on solitary wasps. This year the Recorder has found Nomada conjugens, 
listed as Rare (RDB3) in Shirt (1987) and provisionally upgraded to RDB2 
(Vulnerable) by Falk (1991) although not all this year’s records have been added 
yet to the bwars map. Other species of bees have been found in previous years.  The 
old tree-lined drove and its ditches provide a very special habitat for some 
nationally rare species of hymenoptera (indeed, some species have only been found 
at Low Fen Drove and nowhere else in East Anglia). The extract below does not 
include any drawn from the wealth of Ichneumons and parasitic wasps which are 
also present there. 
 
Unusual Bees, Wasps and Sawflies found at Honey Hill 
Species   UK Status 
Andrena proxima sensu lato Rare (RDB3) 
Argogorytes fargeii  Scarce (Na)  
Ectemnius rubicola  Generally scarce and infrequent 
Heriades truncorum  Rare (RDB3) 
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Lasioglossum pauxillum Nationally Scarce (Na) 
Lasioglossum xanthopus Nationally Scarce (Na) 
Lestiphorus bicinctus  Scarce (Nb) 
Macropis europaea  Rare (RDB3) 
Mimumesa dahlbomi  Locally rare 
Nomada conjungens  RDB2 (Vulnerable) 
Nomada ferruginata  Endangered (RDB1) 
Nomada fulvicornis  Rare (RDB3) 
Nysson trimaculatus  Nationally Scarce (Nb) 
Osmia bicornis  Nationally Notable (Nb) 
Tenthredo baetica  Rare (RDB3) 
 
 
The hymenoptera are evidence of the rich and varied ecosystem between Honey 
Hill and Wicken Fen, itself a World Heritage Site with over 9300 species. The 
prevalence of protected species around Honey Hill is consonant with the Wicken 
Fen Vision since there is a progression between the ecosystems at the southern and 
northern ends passing through the Stow cum Quy Fen SSSI.  It would be an 
environmental crime of national significance were the ecology of Low Fen Drove 
at Honey Hill and this progression to be interfered with in any way. This would be 
inevitable if Anglian Water chooses to relocate the Cambridge sewage works to 
Site 3 since parts of Low Fen Drove would be used for access, both during 
construction of the works and its operation.  
 
It is notable that the linear County Wildlife Site shown on Drawing 409071-MMD-
00-XX-GIS-Y-0056A appears within the possible Area of Site 3 as shown on 
Figure 6 in the Consultation Leaflet. A major field survey would have to be 
undertaken to prove that this designation was immaterial as suggested by Drawing 
409071-MMD-00-XX-GIS-Y-0145 which requires updating in view of the bwars 
and new data described above.  

 
7) HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT 

 
AW’s desk-based studies are reported in the Stage 3 - Fine Screening Historic 
Environment Appraisal. This document presents a review of the published data on 
historic finds and archaeological potential in the area of Site 3 subject to a series of 
clearly articulated limitations on the methodology. In Table 8, the report rates the 
area of Site 3 as AMBER due to the “... high potential for significant archaeological 
remains of low, moderate and high value”.  In the box below we set out some further 
information that may not have been discoverable to the desk study. We suggest that 
this new information increases the historic importance of the Fleam Dyke and High 
Ditch Road which was not covered by the Appraisal; presumably because it was 
assumed that no physical highway work fell within the scope (see 2 above). The 
further information also increases the likely archeological potential of Site 3 itself. 
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The following reports have been reviewed with key insights included in bold: 
 
Excavations at The Marshalls Site, Newmarket Road, Cambridge 2015-16. 
Volume 1: Post Excavation Assessment (July 2019).  
The focus was on the Marleigh/Wing site, north of the Newmarket Rd and south 
of High Ditch Rd.  

 “The current excavation exposed settlement remains dating from the 
#Early Iron Age through to the Later Iron Age as well as evidence of later, 
Early Roman and Medieval land use.”  

 “The Iron Age remains at the site represent settlement of some scale 
and an archaeological site of considerable importance. Potentially an 
unbroken sequence of occupation, associated with substantial 
artefactual assemblages, it has considerable potential in furthering 
our understanding of Iron Age settlement and its economy and in 
particular the Early to Middle Iron Age transition.”  
 
 

Archaeological Investigations at Marleigh (Wing) Development Volume I: 
Greenhouse Farm Site (Area A), Cambridgeshire: Post Excavation Assessment 
and Updated Project Design (February 2020) 

  “The archaeological remains comprised two pit clusters associated with 
Early Neolithic Mildenhall ware, representing the earliest activity on site. 
The main focus of the excavation was on a small settlement dating to the 
Late Iron Age/Early Roman period, which comprised enclosures, a 
trackway and a well-complex. The Medieval and PostMedieval periods 
were represented by furrows across the site, indicative of past agricultural 
regime.  

 “The Neolithic archaeology uncovered at Greenhouse Farm is 
particularly important as it is evidence for significant activity within 
this landscape and has the potential to provide an insight into some 
aspects of the character of Early Neolithic activity within this 
landscape.”  

 “The Late Iron Age- Early Roman Conquest archaeology uncovered 
confirms the suspected layout of the enclosures and allows for a more 
comprehensive comparison with contemporary enclosed sites in the 
Cambridge region.”  
 
 

Archaeological Investigations at the Marleigh (Wing) Development Volume 2: 
High Ditch Road Site, Cambridgeshire: Post Excavation Assessment and 
Updated Project Design (February 2020)  

 “The excavations revealed evidence for occupation spanning the 
Neolithic through to the Anglo-Saxon periods as well as evidence for later 
Medieval and Post-Medieval land use.”  

 “The Neolithic activity comprised a large pit cluster from which Early 
Neolithic pottery was recovered.”  
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 In the Early Bronze Age, a pond barrow was constructed on the edge 
of a gentle slope as was a possible ‘posthole monument’, this was 
succeeded by a large enclosed Middle Bronze Age settlement comprising 
several roundhouses. … The Early Bronze Age Pond Barrow is the 
first Bronze Age funerary monument to have been excavated in this 
landscape and is of itself a rare feature, it has the potential to inform 
studies on the situating, formation and use of this form of monument. 
The human remains can also contribute to studies on health and 
burial treatment.” It is understood that pond barrows are a particularly 
uncommon form of Bronze Age monument: instead of the usual mound 
a pond like hollow is excavated and the material removed is usually piled 
up around the perimeter to form an external circular bank. They are 
normally associated with large Wessex type barrow groups and their 
distribution is practically restricted to that area. Very little is known about 
them as so few have been scientifically examined.  

 “A hiatus of occupation occurred until the Late Iron Age- Early Roman 
period, when a small farmstead was established comprising several 
enclosures and a large linear boundary ditch, which remained the focus 
of several phases of subsequent activity during the Roman period. The 
Anglo-Saxon period represented the final phase of occupation within this 
area and comprised two sunken featured buildings and a small group of 
pits.” 

   
We conclude that Honey Hill is surrounded by a treasure trove of archaeological 
heritage from the Neolithic through to Anglo-Saxon eras including the rare Early 
Bronze Age Pond Barrow of which only about 5 are known in the wider Cambridge 
region, one at Over, one at Pampisford. There was also a possible contemporary 
monument extending off the edge of the excavation at High Ditch Road. It is likely 
that any development of the site or High Ditch Road would encounter further 
evidence, causing cost and delay for the project and potentially damaging this 
heritage. 
 
 

8) CONTAMINATED LAND 
No comment 
 

9) GROUNDWATER and SURFACE WATER IMPACTS 
Our objection to the quoted moderate risk of groundwater impacts is set out below. 
This also affects the assessment of Surface Water Impacts. 
 
Groundwater and Surface Water Interaction and Contamination  
The area of Site 3 at Honey Hill is underlain by the lowermost strata of the Chalk 
aquifer. The Chalk is classified as a Principal Aquifer and is therefore protected 
by law from contamination, whether the groundwater is used or not. Groundwater 
passing beneath a sewage works at Honey Hill will undoubtedly suffer 
contamination originating at the works during its long-anticipated lifetime. This 
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could occur due to a rare unplanned event or as a result of deterioration of any 
engineered protection over time. The contaminated groundwater will migrate 
down hydraulic gradient in a generally northerly direction, entering the local 
surface water system via existing ditches or through seepage at or just above the 
base of the aquifer. Part of this local surface water system drains into Stow cum 
Quy Fen Site of Special Scientific Interest. This SSSI comprises more than 15 
long, thin ponds that support a range of aquatic plants including some uncommon 
species and areas of floristically rich calcareous loam pasture. The citation states 
that both the grassland and open water habitats are rare in the British Isles.  
 
It is notable that Anglian Water recognises the likelihood that some surface water 
originating at the works will drain towards Quy Water, a protected surface 
waterbody, and could contaminate it. AW’s reference to readily available 
technical solutions is presumed to refer to surface drainage interceptor systems 
of some sort. However, Anglian Water has ignored the fact that contaminated 
groundwater in the Chalk aquifer beneath the site would eventually migrate off 
site and pollute the (legally protected) aquifer elsewhere and three other 
receptors: Protected Rights (well users), parts of the surface drainage network, 
and Stow cum Quy Fen SSSI.  
 
In the RAG assessment for groundwater (Table 2.16 in Document 17), one 
criterion for RED is “High Potential for adverse impact to a WFD groundwater 
or surface waterbody”, hydraulic connection to surface water bodies is almost 
inevitable in Principal Aquifers at their outcrop so, in contrast to the criterion 
given for Secondary Aquifers, there is no explicit mention of “likelihood of 
hydraulic connection to WFD surface waterbody”. The criteria given for 
AMBER includes “Principal Aquifer is at outcrop below the WWTP site”. This 
is irrelevant if there is potential for contamination which should result in a RAG 
score of RED.  

 
 

10) GREEN BELT 
The AW report notes that Site 3 is in the Green Belt but does not attach any extra 
value to the important qualities unique of the Fen Ditton Eastern Fen Edge area 
which covers Site 3. These qualities are expanded on Section 1 above and other 
section of this Appendix.  
 
The 2002 Green Belt Study discusses Fen Ditton Eastern Fen Edge area further in 
Section 7.4.14 - The Distribution, Physical Separation, Setting, Scale and Character 
of Necklace Villages. The report notes “It is particularly important to safeguard key 
areas of rural land between the villages closest to Cambridge. The historic situation 
of the small villages lying on slightly raised ground, close to water and where the 
land was easily cultivated, within the three Eastern Fen Edge landscape character 
areas is an important part of the setting and special character of East Cambridge 
and should be preserved. The strong rural character of Fen Ditton, Teversham, 
Great Wilbraham and Little Wilbraham is a particular quality of the setting and 
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special character of East Cambridge which should be preserved. Their small scale, 
their permeability to the rural landscape, and their clear separation from Cambridge 
should be protected by resisting significant development within or adjoining these 
settlements.” 
 
Section 7.4.15 - A City Set in a Landscape which Retains a Strongly Rural 
Character - states “The four local landscape character areas with a strong rural 
character (Fen Ditton Eastern Fen Edge, Teversham Eastern Fen Edge, Fulbourn 
Eastern Fen Edge and Little Wilbraham Fen) play the greatest role in contributing 
to the special quality of Cambridge as a city set in a rural landscape. It is important 
that this character is conserved and, where appropriate, enhanced through 
management and landscape initiatives.” 
 
We conclude that these studies recognized the special qualities of the Green Belt 
around Site 3 taking into account the emphasis on “permeability” and the 
recognition that the area’s importance is increased by its close proximity and 
accessibility from the areas of settlement as existed then and would be added to 
through Marleigh and the intended Airport Development. It follows that building a 
22 ha industrial scale works in such an area is antithetical to the very qualities the 
Green Belt is intended to safeguard. The possible selection of Site 3 would affect a 
much bigger area of Green Belt than the 22ha and area of surrounding mitigation 
work since it is not close to the margins of the Green Belt.  
 
 

11) RISK TO AVIATION 
No Comment 
 

12) NON-TRAFFIC IMPACT OF CONSTRUCTION ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
 
We note that, bizarrely, AW do not consider non traffic impacts of operation such 
as odour or noise or lighting to be worth inclusion. See 14) below with reference to 
the non-traffic impact of operation on leisure, health and wellbeing.  
 

13) TRAFFIC IMPACT OF CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION ON LOCAL 
COMMUNITIES 
See 2) above 
 

14) IMPACT ON PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY (PRoW) 
Figure 6 of the AW Consultation leaflet shows the potential site area includes Low 
Fen Drove Way. However, Table B.18 states that for Site 3 / Site L “No PRoWs 
cross, or are adjacent to, the site”.  
 
In clarification AW has stated their policy is to select a site perimeter that avoids 
the need to divert PRoWs. AW expects that, if Site 3 were selected, the WWTP 
fence line would be separated from the PRoW along Low Fen Drove by the 
additional area of land take needed for mitigation works. 
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We consider that the public use of the Low Fen Drove Way as a ProW encompasses 
a wide range of activities beyond mere access from one end to the other. These 
include walking, running/jogging, cycling and riding. People undertake these 
activities as recreation and to promote their health and wellbeing. This type of 
public use has been especially noticeable during the good weather and COVID 19 
lock down period in the spring and summer of 2020 – a point made in the BBC’s 
Radio Cambridge interviews on 23rd July 2020. In events at Low Fen Drove, Fen 
Ditton War Memorial and on Ditton Lane, the Save Honey Hill campaigners have 
met people who visit and value the area of Site 3 from a much wider catchment 
than just the parishes that surround it despite the relatively low levels of publicity 
in the City and in more distant communities. This again emphasises the need for 
green space as envisaged in the Wicken Fen Vision and in planning documents 
referred to herein.  
 
These very considerations appear in a second major Policy Document linked back 
to the Vision Statement in the 2002 Green Belt Study. The Cambridge East Area 
Action Plan (2008) makes explicit reference to the Wicken Fen Vision. Policy 
CE/21 - Countryside Recreation stipulates that “...a strategy will be developed with 
reference to the Rights of Way Improvement Plan to link all parts of the urban 
quarter to the wider countryside through an enhanced network of footpaths, 
bridleways and cycleways. Links should be provided to existing or potential new 
rights of way adjoining the site to the north, which lead to the River Cam and to the 
extension to Wicken Fen proposed in the long-term by the National Trust”. 
 
It is notable that one such link is envisaged in the footpath and cycle path layout 
under development at Marleigh. This will connect the c1300 new homes and 
facilities such as schools in Marleigh itself to High Ditch Road opposite Low Fen 
Drove in the north east and also through Marleigh to NCP 51 and other 
communities, including a future Cambridge Airport Development, to the south, 
west and south east. Another footpath along the line of the abandoned railway links 
High Ditch Road to the east of Low Fen Drove and NCP 51 in the south east where 
it crosses at Ditton Lane. This has the potential to be further developed as was 
envisaged in the Bridge of Reeds scheme which also sought to improve the 
connection between the existing network of paths and Cambridge City.    
 
Having made the point about actual and potential use of the PRoW by a wide-
ranging population, we object to AW’s limited assessment of the impact on PRoWs. 
The recreational use of Low Fen Drove is strongly linked to it being in a tranquil 
rural setting and not shared with traffic. The selection of Site 3 for a relocated 
sewage works as described in the consultation documents would destroy these very 
qualities and runs counter to the idea of this area providing countryside recreation 
for existing residents of the City and surrounding villages and the expected, future 
population of Marleigh and the Cambridge Airport site.    
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APPENDIX 2 - OBJECTIONS TO THE SITE SELECTION PROCESS 
 
 
 

1) INTRODUCTION 
 
This Appendix contains some of FDPC’s comments and objections to the site 
selection process as described by AW in supporting documents provided in their 
Document Library. This is set out in the sequence contained in the CWWTPR-Site-
Selection-Technical-Summary (SSTS) rather than a critique of individual steps and 
earlier documents.  Where material has been covered in our covering letter or 
Appendix 1, this is not repeated. 
 

2) The Statement of Requirement 
a) The SSTS Para 2.1.4 and Figure 2.1 suggest that “The Statement of Requirement” 

is a separate document summarized in Section 1 of the SSTS but not included in 
the Document Library and has not been reviewed. 
 

3) The Initial Options Appraisal 
b) The SSTS Para 3.2.1 presents three bullet points trying to justify moving all the 

facilities. The first two are somewhat circular since it only presents AW‘s point of 
view. The third reiterates the 400m from property “...normally occupied by people”. 
Offices west of the existing plant are closer than this and AW has confirmed 
subsequently that they do not object to offices within 150m of a works. It is notable 
that there are offices on Cowley Road much closer than this to the site boundary 
and there are office and other commercial premises less than 150m from treatment 
plant within the site.  
 
The Initial-Options-Appraisal-Report Para 2.1.6 states that: “…In addition, the 
local waste planning strategy stipulates that a new WWTP within 400m of 
properties normally occupied by people would require an odour assessment 
demonstrating that the proposal is acceptable, together with appropriate mitigation 
measures”. The inference is that housing is possible closer to a works but would 
requires more effort and expense by AW. 
 
AW’s 400m policy is thus critical to the rationale given for relocation and to the 
site selection process. There is however no justification for this policy nor 
investigation of odour assessment and appropriate mitigation. With regard to the 
need for relocation, this point about buffer zones appears to sit within the NECAAP 
rather than the CWWTPR consultation.  

     
c) The SSTS Para 3.2.5 includes an opinion that ‘closer’ means ‘less pumping’. In the 

case of Cambridge, the land slopes downstream and the discharge elevation under 
normal conditions falls in significant steps due to the structures at Baits Bite and 
Bottisham Locks. It appears the screening may have been biased by this opinion 
rather than objectively accounted for in the analysis of rejected sites. 
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d) Para 3.2.5 and 3.2.6 combine to suggest a single WWTW north of Cambridge is 
preferred. We question if there could be potential benefit in discharging some 
highly treated water into the River Cam south of Cambridge which would alleviate 
the low flows through Cambridge which partly result from groundwater abstraction 
upstream. As a consequence of low flows, the Jesus and Baits Bite Locks are often 
stagnant upstream of the locks and algae formation occurs in the River Cam at 
Ditton Meadows, past Fen Ditton and in The Cut. These potential environmental 
benefits should have been considered before concluding on operational and 
financial grounds that a single WWTW is the best option. 
 

e) The SSTS and Options Appraisal does not provide any information as to whether 
there are areas of the drainage catchment where existing highway drainage or storm 
flows are kept separate from foul drainage nor if there is a case for separating any 
existing or future systems. Table 2.1 of the Carbon Assessment Report shows that 
storm flows are around 6 times higher than the average daily flow. Since there are 
more than 20,000 new homes under consideration, the impact on future storm flows 
could be 10% or more with knock-on effects to the site selection.     

 
4) The Initial Site Selection 
a) The SSTS Table 4.1 presents the Baseline Constraints.  

i) A 100m buffer zone is taken provided around pipelines and transmission routes. 
However, the sensitivity tests reported in Appendix G of the Fine Screening do 
not test if pipelines really pose the same as overhead power lines or if any sites 
become viable if a height restriction on cranes of 20 or 30 m were to be imposed. 
This change would only be of value if the resulting reduction in corridor width 
avoid rejection of a possible site.  

ii) Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 have been applied without buffers. 
The floods zones were employed as constraints to satisfy the Sequential Test 
defined in the NPS, which specifies that preference should be given to locating 
projects in Flood Zone 1 and only if there is no reasonably available site in 
Flood Zone 1, can projects be located in Flood Zone 2. As a further 
complication, Drawing 409071-MMD-00-XX-GIS-Y-0006 in Appendix A of 
the Initial Site Selection Report shows that the excluded area includes a much 
greater area of Floodplain 3 than 2. The case for building essential  
infrastructure on Floodplain 3 might need to examine what depth of flooding is 
to be designed for, if areas fall in the 3a or 3b sub-category and whether the 
floodplain is defended or not as well as considering mitigation requirements. 
Excluding Floodplains 2 and 3 at this stage presupposes there is a reasonably 
available site in Flood Zone 1 but the objection is that any potentially preferable 
site on Floodplain 2 or 3 has been automatically ruled out and not considered 
on its merits against the reasonableness of sites on Floodplain 1. In contrast 
many of the objections to the current CWWTPR point to the fact that 3 sites 
under consultation are not reasonable. 
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5) Coarse Screening Assessment 
a) The SSTS Table 5.1 presents the Stage 2 assessment criteria. The majority of these 

are picked up again in the Stage 3 Fine Screening Assessment. However, there are 
examples where the sense changes between the stages. Under nature conservation 
and biodiversity the table draws attention to the question: “Is the site area located 
on a pathway used by wildlife to travel to/from a statutory or non-statutory 
designated site”. Under Community the questions include: “Would there be a loss 
of local amenity (i.e. recreational sites and Public Rights of Way (PRoW))”. 

b) The SSTS discusses the carbon assessment in Section 5.3 and Figure 5.1. A detailed 
critique of the method of presenting the significance of these has been given in 
Section 4 of Appendix 1 above. 

 
6) Fine Screening Assessment 
a) The SSTS Section 6.2 discusses site infrastructure requirements. Section 6.2.3 

discusses the use of a tunnel or pipelines for the return flow of treated effluent to 
the River Cam. A concern arising from the input data given in Appendix A of the 
Carbon Assessment Report is that the geometry (depth and diameter) of the return 
pipeline are the same as for the raw sewage.  This then leads to the lengths requiring 
secondary lining also being the same. It is surprising that the depth of the return 
flow could not be adjusted to minimize or avoid passing through an aquifer in some 
cases since this could lead to reductions in the required diameter, embedded carbon 
and cost if there is no requirement to provide a secondary lining. This also raises 
the further question of if the raw sewage tunnel gradients could be altered to avoid 
passing through the Lower Greensand or Chalk aquifers to achieve similar 
reductions. 

b) A further possibility that is not discussed is whether a long tunnel with intermediate 
shafts could be constructed in two sections of a different diameter in order to reduce 
the length of tunnel that is oversized because it does not require secondary lining.  

c) The two paragraphs above suggest that some possible configurations or sites may 
have been discarded unnecessarily. 

d) The assessment does not consider spoil disposal in detail but instead assumes that 
all spoil would be hauled offsite. The question arises if the excavated Gault Clay 
would be suitable for landscaping or some other use such as capping in a landfill.       

e) The SSTS Table 6.1 presents the Stage 3 assessment criteria.  The majority of these 
are discussed in detail in Appendix 1 above (eg. Groundwater, Surface Water, 
Carbon and Green Belt) but: 
i) Under landscape the table includes: “…Assess whether there would be any 

impact on landscape context and visual amenity from development at each of 
the site areas”. This appears to avoid the consideration of lighting. 

ii) Under nature conservation and biodiversity the table draws attention to the 
assessment of “…the potential impact on designated sites, habitats and 
protected species”. It is less clear from the detail provided in the Stage 3 Report 
if this includes the consideration used in Coarse Screening as described in 
Section 5a) above.  
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iii) In Appendix 1 above, provides some information on protected species which 
raises the possibility that the desk study did not have access to at least one 
specialist database. The inference is that there may be other data. There is also 
a possibility that the impacts of lighting, noise or airborne material over a bigger 
area than the site have not been considered.   

iv) Under non-traffic impact of construction on local communities the table 
includes “…Assessment of potential impacts on residents in terms of noise, dust 
and disruption”. The consideration used in Coarse Screening as described in 
Section 5a) above included “Would there be a loss of local amenity (i.e. 
recreational sites..”. This aspect appears to have been omitted in the Stage 3 
Fine Screening. 

f) The SSTS Section 6.4 discusses the removal of site areas from further assessment. 
Para 6.4.18 excludes Site H from further consideration since it “... presents a greater 
impact on the local community, higher carbon emissions and greater risk of impact 
on a Principal Aquifer in comparison to I, J and L.” This statement is worth 
unpicking because it is a particular illustration of the flawed nature of the site 
selection.  Discussion of the flaws is not intended to promote Site H but simply to 
expose one specific example where underlying assumptions lead to a particular 
conclusion.   
i) The CWWTPR-Stage-3-Fine-Screening-Report gives a RAG score of GREEN 

in Table B.16-Non-traffic impact of construction on local residents and 
communities but RED in Table B.17-Traffic Impact etc. These scorings stem 
directly from the choice of an access road directly off the B1049 north of Histon 
as shown in Drawing 409071-MMD-00-XX-GIS-Y-0101 Revision C. The 
possibility of the site access leading off Butt Lane/Milton Road from a point 
further from the A10 than Site 1 or 2 has either not been considered or has been 
rejected for some unstated reason. It is improbable that such an alternative 
would be considered to be RED with regard to traffic impact on Community.  

ii) The discussion of higher carbon emissions is flawed for the reasons given above 
in the review of Carbon in Appendix 1. Although Site H would have a longer 
tunnel for untreated sewage from the existing works than I, J or L, the 
significance of the extra embodied carbon cannot be judged in percentage terms 
from the work undertaken to date. 

iii) The statement that there is greater risk to a Principal Aquifer stems from the 
criteria set out in Table 2.16: Groundwater impacts - RAG definitions. The most 
obvious exceedance is the stated need for 2000m (which exceeds the threshold 
value taken as 500m) of tunnel to be constructed in a Principal Aquifer. 
Presuming that the (unstated) tunnel gradient has been optimised for operational 
reasons, it is not disputed that a longer tunnel running north-west of the existing 
works could penetrate more of the aquifer below the Gault Clay than a shorter 
tunnel. However, it is also stated that the section of tunnel in the aquifer would 
be given a secondary lining. Thus, in spite of the fact that the tunnel would 
normally operate with water pressures outside it being much higher than the 
atmospheric pressure inside it tunnel (promoting inflow of groundwater not 
outflow of effluent), it has been judged that the risk of outflow to the aquifer 
can be further reduced by the secondary lining. Alternatively, if the risk is 
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associated with the act of tunnel construction and extra contact length, how 
much of a risk is it with modern methods of assessing fluid or face loss and 
reacting with additional grouting or other means? Is this risk the same in largely 
granular aquifers as opposed to, say, potentially fissured Chalk?  The other 
criteria given for judging whether a site is considered RED or AMBER do not 
appear to have led to the categorisation of Site H as RED.   

iv) Site H is rated Amber on Affordability at 89% (Table B.2) This is slightly 
higher than Site J at 84% because of the greater length of tunnel and pipeline. 
Cost is not given as a reason for rejecting the site but the comparison highlights 
the misleading nature of the relative ‘carbon’ percentages given as 140 and 130 
respectively – an exaggeration factor of twice as much.    

v) Site H is rated RED for Nature Conservation and Biodiversity. However, as 
stated in para 3.2.2 this is not considered a reason for its rejection compared to 
sites I, J or L since these are also rated RED. Furthermore the category RED for 
Site H is inherited from Stage 2 -  Coarse Screening, all the Stage 3 Fine 
Screening being rated AMBER. 

 
 

7) Next Steps 
a) The SSTS Section 7.1 states that: “…The Stage 4 assessment will use the 

information collated during the first five stages of the site selection process 
combined with the results of further technical feasibility assessments, initial 
environmental walkover surveys and phase one consultation to assess each of the 
site area options against one another”.  FDPC suggests that: 
i) The technical feasibility encompasses some of the design considerations 

given in this response and that the horizontal alignment design is revisited 
to examine the possibility of a route crossing west of the existing works 
under Milton Road before turning north under the A14 west of the A10 
bridges. The route area in question is shown on Drawing 409071-MMD-00-
XX-GIS-Y-0053A as “Possible constraints or developed land” and has not 
been included in the current consultation. No reason is stated for excluding 
such land given AW’s subsoil rights. With modern methods of tunnelling, 
compensation grouting and settlement monitoring/control there may not be 
a valid reason.  

ii) AW publishes the results of the phase 1 public consultation to include a 
breakdown of the number of responses received in the categories of AW 
response forms returned, letters and emails received and comments and 
‘likes’ on the Interactive Map. Since the comments and points being made 
will need to be grouped, this should be shown within each response category 
before any attempt is made to group in combined categories. There is a real, 
concern that the consultation has led to residents "voting" against each 
other. AW therefore needs to address the significant risk of statistical bias 
being introduced into the consultation. This may depend on the category of 
response received, possible multiple responses from a consultee and 
whether the consultee was from one of the populations originally directly 
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notified by AW and size of that population or has decided to respond having 
heard indirectly about the consultation. 

b) The next steps should include further collection of historic ecological data since 
there are gaps in the data provided by AW as discovered during this consultation. 

c) The next steps should revisit the carbon assessment to include the embedded carbon 
in the works itself and identified mitigation works. In addition, the operational 
carbon saving from non-use of the existing works should be reported to help set the 
future works in context.     

d) The next steps should revisit the Site Selection process including the sensitivity 
tests since this review has exposed features of the work to date that have led to 
possible areas being excluded from consideration. 
    


