
 

Letter from Waterbeach Parish Council to all members of South 

Cambridgeshire District Council Planning Committee as agreed at the Parish 

Council Meeting on 26th January 2021. 

WPC are disappointed that SCDC planners have not engaged with them to 

discuss proposals on the mitigation or total amelioration of their concerns.  

Indeed most concerns have not yet been addressed and, as a Statutory 

Consultee, the Parish Council must maintain its objection to the application. 

Originally the Parish Council was promised ongoing consultation so to have 

no sight of Appendix F before the publishing of the Agenda Pack is 

disgraceful.  Moreover Councillors have knowledge of local conditions and 

experience and expertise on many relevant matters and should have been 

offered to chance to comment on proposed conditions. 

Some fundamental problems with the application are highlighted below: 

1. The application is to develop greenfield land and will result in the loss 

of high grade agricultural  land (grade 2 very good) contrary to BMV 

policy which was designed to ensure the retention and protection of the 

most productive soil resource by directing development decisions made 

by planning authorities away from these categories of productive land. 

2. The proposal includes land outside the strategic site designated in the 

2018 Local Plan, and it is not clear that the SPD can incorporate 

additional land not designated in the Local Plan. 

3. There is no substantive outcome as yet from transportation studies 

relating to the improvement of the A10 to inform transport assumptions 

within the application. Access to the site and traffic implications are a 

fundamental concern for Waterbeach Parish Council as the proposed 

accesses through the village are inappropriate for such a development.  

The Parish Council have always maintained proposed access down 

Bannold Drove and Cody Road are not suitable and No development 

should begin until there is direct access off the A10 as there is no 

suitable route through the village for construction traffic. 

Note Jan 13th 2021 objection to the application of County Council 

Transport Assessment Team 

4. There is no consistent and coherent approach to a joint travel/traffic 

plan from the two proposed developers of the Strategic site. Having two 

plans will lead to confusion and potential wasted resources. 



5. The South Cambridgeshire Local Plan allocates land to the north of the 

existing village over the period to 2031 and beyond for the development 

of a new town of approximately 8,000-9,000 homes, but the overall 

quantum of development (the combined planning applications for 

Urban and Civic and RLW) exceeds this (6500 plus 4500 properties) by 

more than 22%.  The overall number of properties on the strategic site 

must be reduced to that in the approved Local Plan. 

6. WPC is concerned about the visual impact of the proposed 

development within the fen landscape, particularly the impact at night 

when this will be particularly evident and no clear mitigation has been 

offered. 

7. Open space provision is focussed on the northern fringe of the site 

which will be at some distance from the initial development area and 

remote to existing residents of the village. WPC believes there needs to 

be significant open space and sports provision in the South of the site 

which will also help screen the development from the existing village 

where there are properties on the southern boundary. 

8. Moreover no areas used for drainage ditches or attenuation areas 

should contribute to the quantum of open space on site. 

9. Drainage plans are inappropriate, because all essential infrastructure 

should be within the designated strategic site as per the Local Plan. 

10. The proposed open drains will pose both safety and maintenance 

problems as there will be significant water depth at times and the 

requirements of the IDB for maintenance space for tracked vehicles 

alongside the IDB drains have not been taken into account. 

11. There is no adequate assessment of the impact of the development on 

water supplies to people in the vicinity of Long Drove who rely on wells 

and boreholes. 

12. The land to the south of the RLW land is also at risk of breach flooding 

in other breach scenarios that would not affect the RLW development 

site. Development that increases the water in the IDB ditch, or because 

of increased site ground levels and bunding specifically increases 

flooding risks in areas in the SE corner should not be allowed. The 

applicant claims there are no historic reports of breaches of the 

riverbank along the River Cam and the flood defences are in good to fair 

condition but on Christmas Day 2020 houses near Bottisham Lock were 

told to prepare for evacuation because of the river levels. 



13. Maintaining current use of Bannold Drove byway. This drove is used by 

walkers and riders but also has to support farm traffic and numerous 

sewage tankers accessing sites along the drove. The width of the drove 

at the southern end and its site alongside the IDB drain make the 

documented pedestrian and cycle access to the site impractical as the 

overall width will not allow safe passage for the planned increase of 

cyclists and pedestrians.  

14. Anglian Water’s proposal for sewage disposal (see letter 7/12/2020) 

takes no account of the occasions (at least 6 in the last 5 years) where 

there have been overflows at the current Waterbeach Recycling Centre 

where untreated sewage has contaminated the IDB ditch and 

properties along Bannold Drove and Bannold Road. These incidents 

lead to the release of raw sewage into the River Cam and if they happen 

with the current use are likely to become more frequent with the 

increasing population of Waterbeach New town sites until there is a new 

pipeline to a WWTP. 

15. Environmental issue of the raw sewage leakage into the River Cam (a 

threatened chalk stream habitat) and increasing reliance on sewage 

tankers transporting raw sewage through the village down narrow 

roads. 

16. There should be no development until Anglia Water has provided a 

pumping station and a pipeline to move sewage from the Waterbeach 

Recycling Centre to their Waste Water Treatment Works. 

17. Timing of essential general infrastructure provision is not provided:  

a. It is not clear that there is an adequate water supply without the 

promised dedicated water supply via a new main has been 

delivered.  

b. It is not clear that with the absence of an Area Action Plan any 

credence can be given to proposals for conditions in an S106 

agreement since SCDC are clearly not enforcing planning  or S106 

conditions. 

c. The Parish Council has not been consulted about the proposed 

S106 agreement and yet the initial phase of the development will 

be reliant on existing village facilities. No contributions have been 

agreed to support these existing facilities provided by WPC. 

d. While WPC have enlarged their cemetery provision this was 

specifically to provide space for Waterbeach village residents.  U 



and C and RLW need to make their own provision for the new 

development so the assertion under 6h (709) is untrue.  There is 

no capacity for new town residents. 

e. Transport mitigation eg shuttle bus is not guaranteed to be 

provided long term and this needs to be an absolute condition. 

18. Additional concerns were identified in the second response of the 
WPC, namely 

a. Highways England  (6/1/20) and East Cambridgeshire District 
Council both refer t the A10 being at capacity and that no further 
development should take place until sustainable mitigations are 
implemented. 

b. Interrelationship of site’s foul water strategy and timeline for a 
relocated Waste Water Treatment Plant, and specifically the 
routing and timescale of the proposed pipeline to take foul water 
from the WRC directly to the WWTP rather than in  an ever 
increasing number of tanker movements. 

19. Since 2018 there has been considerable building off Bannold Road 
making access down this busy road for construction traffic for both 
the construction of the railway station and the first phase of 
development both unsuitable and dangerous and the ability to widen 
the footpaths is not clear given farm traffic needs the whole width. 

20. WPC opposes the reduction in the ratio of affordable housing (under 
SCDC’s norm) being proposed and definitely believe the ratio finally 
agreed should apply to all phases of the development.  The viability 
assessment casts doubt that there will be sufficient funds to provide 
both (or any) affordable housing and essential transport 
infrastructure. 

21. WPC is disappointed that the first listing of proposed mitigation of the 
Council’s concerns is provided at this last minute in appendix F.  This 
has NEVER been discussed with the Council and there are clear 
limitations and errors.  The Parish Council and residents have 
significant local knowledge of the area and the environment and this 
expertise and experience has being ignored. 

 
  



To summarise: 

Waterbeach PC and other statutory consultees believe that 

No development should begin until improvements to the A10 have been 

implemented 

Waterbeach PC maintain 

No development should begin until there is direct access off the A10 as there 

is no suitable safe route through the village for construction traffic. 

Waterbeach PC consider 

The overall number of properties on the strategic site should be reduced to 

that in the approved Local Plan. 

Waterbeach PC maintain 

That development that increases the flood risk to land outside the 

development site is unacceptable 

Waterbeach PC maintain 

The current use of Bannold Drove byway should be maintained and not 

altered to the detriment of farm traffic, IDB access etc 

Waterbeach PC maintain 

Essential infrastructure must be in place before any development, eg 

1) There should be no development until Anglia Water has provided a 

pumping station and a pipeline to move sewage from the Waterbeach 

Recycling Centre to their Waste Water Treatment Works, particularly 

given the record of untreated sewage contaminating the IDB ditch and 

properties along Bannold Drove and Bannold Road in recent years. 

2) The promised new water main should be in place.  Currently even the 

upgrade to the water main from Clayhithe into the village is stalled 

3) Clear information about electricity supply should be provided that will 

allow the planned adoption of electrical vehicles and domestic charge 

points in every dwelling 

4) Public transport provision must be clarified and in place before 

occupation 

5) Support for use of WPC provided village facilities in the short term 

must be part of the S106 agreement 



Waterbeach PC oppose 

Any reduction in the percentage of affordable housing 

Waterbeach PC are concerned that 

It is not clear that with the absence of an Area Action Plan any credence can 

be given to proposals for conditions in an S106 agreement since SCDC are 

clearly not currently enforcing planning or S106 conditions. 

Waterbeach PC are also concerned that  

 Access to documents was constrained at a critical time. We appreciate that a 

web page was set up to allow some access to the application documents while 

the planning portal was down, but it was not possible to identify the 

comments in the same way, because they were without registration dates and 

had different titles.  WPC believe this may limit final public comments. 

 

 

In view of this Waterbeach Parish Council continue to oppose the approval of 

this application until the points above have been addressed and SCDC actually 

engage with Waterbeach Residents to achieve a satisfactory resolution.  

 

 

Please also see WPC Response to RLW application Planning Pack appendix F 

and G which, at this stage, is confidential to district councillors on the SCDC 

Planning Committee and Waterbeach Parish and District Councillors. 

Date:27-01-21 


