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LEAD CABINET: 
MEMBER: 
LEAD OFFICER:  

Deputy Leader 
 
Joint Director Planning and Economic Development 

 

 
 

Waterbeach New Town 
Draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 

 
Supplementary Report 

Purpose 
 
1. To update Cabinet on correspondence from the three statutory consultation bodies 

concerning the agenda report on the Waterbeach New Town draft Supplementary 
Planning Document.  
 

2. This relates to a key decision which was added to the Forward Plan on the 2nd 
November 2018.  

 
Recommendations 

 
3. That Cabinet:  

 
(a) note the main issues raised in correspondence (see Appendix A), and in SPD 

consultation responses from the three statutory bodies, in respect of 
sustainability appraisal and habitats regulations (see Appendix B), and the 
considerations set out in this supplementary report before considering agenda 
item 7. 
 

Reasons for Recommendations 
 

4. To respond to the recent correspondence from the three statutory consultation bodies 
in respect of sustainability appraisal and habitats regulations.  
 
Background 
 

5. Before and after the publication of the 6th February Cabinet agenda, correspondence 
has been received from the three statutory consultation bodies – the Environment 
Agency, Historic England and Natural England concerning the SPD (see Appendix 
A). The correspondence has been carefully considered including in respect of any 
legal implications. The matters raised by the Environment Agency were received in 
time to be addressed in the agenda report on the SPD (agenda item 7) and no new 
considerations arise beyond those set out in the agenda report. The correspondence 
from Historic England does not raise new matters beyond those in their response to 
the SPD consultation or which have already been considered by Cabinet at their 
meeting on the 5th September 2018 and no new considerations arise beyond those 
set out in the agenda report. The statement from Natural England received late on 
Friday 1st February however does go into more detail on the possible impacts of the 



   

new town on European protected (Natura 2000) sites than was set out in their 
response HRA screening in August 2018 (which were appended to the 5th September 
Cabinet report and are also attached to this report as Appendix C) or in their October 
2018 response to consultation on the draft SPD. The responses from the statutory 
consultation bodies to the consultation on the draft SPD are attached for reference at 
Appendix B.  
 
Considerations 
 

6. With regard to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitat Regulation Assessment 
(HRA) screening, Natural England advance two principal points.  
 

7. First, they seem to suggest that the SPD increases the quantum of development at 
the Waterbeach New Town, compared to that provided for by the Local Plan. That 
point is already addressed in the SPD and Waterbeach New Town Cabinet report 
(agenda item 7), making clear that the SPD notes but does not express support or 
indeed any view on the quantum of development (11,000) provided for by the 
planning applications. 
 

8. Secondly, they suggest that there have been material changes in evidence since the 
SA and HRA for the Local Plan. These are in essence the “new evidence” which is 
referred to at paragraph16 of the 5 September 2018 Cabinet report but which was not 
then provided by Natural England. From Natural England’s SPD consultation 
response of 25 October 2018 and particularly in their 1st February statement, some 
indication has been given in respect of these matters. In essence, they refer briefly to 
(a) further evidence of an increased propensity for recreational walking as a result of 
“lifestyle changes", (b) increasing dog ownership leading to more frequent visits to the 
countryside, (c) changes to Natural England’s impact risk zones regarding 
recreational pressures and (d) a wider zone of influence in regards to visitor 
pressures on Wicken Fen than was identified in the Local Plan. 
 

9. So far as the 25 October 2018 consultation response and the new Statement of 
Natural England  is concerned, it is in large measure predicated on a 
misunderstanding that the SPD is seeking to make provision for 11,000 new homes 
rather than the approximate level of development provided for in the LP. With regard 
to the suggested changes of circumstances since the SA and HRA into the Local 
Plan is concerned, it is important to have regard to what the SPD is doing. It is not 
(and legally cannot) revisit the Local Plan policy for the new town (policy SS/6) or the 
principle of development. Local Plan policy SS/6 contains statements in regard to 
"environmental, social, design and economic objectives which are relevant to the 
attainment of the development and use of land” provided for in the Local Plan (see 
regulation. 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) 
Regulations 2012). For the reasons given in the September report, the Council does 
not consider that the SPD, whose purpose and substance is directed to providing 
“guidance" on the implementation of the Local Plan policy for Waterbeach, itself gives 
rise to likely significant effects so as to require itself HRA or SA.  
 

10. However, the planning applications for the development of the New Town will 
themselves require Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and HRA screening 
(with an Appropriate Assessment to follow if screening so concludes). The likely 
effects on European Protected sites of the development of the scale and form then 
proposed will need to be considered as part of the EIA and the HRA process at that 
stage having regard to all available information. As such, it is considered that the new 
matters raised by Natural England are most appropriately considered when it falls to 
be determined whether planning permission should be granted for the development 



   

proposed and if so in what terms, rather that being matters which are related to the 
guidance as to the implementation of the Local Plan policies through the SPD (which 
does not revisit the principle of development)  It is of course the case that if, through 
the HRA process and/or other assessment processes carried out at planning 
application stage, mitigation is required to address effects on protected sites of any 
nature, that mitigation can be secured through the terms of the planning permission 
and the SPD does not and cannot prevent that mitigation being delivered.  
 

11. In light of the statement from Natural England it would for completeness be prudent to 
look again at the way that the main issues arising from the SPD consultation have 
been summarised in the Consultation Statement (see Appendix A of agenda item 7) 
concerning the HRA screening and any potential impacts on European protected 
(Natura 2000) sites. If any changes are necessary these would be agreed by the Joint 
Director of Planning and Economic Development in consultation with the Deputy 
Leader in accordance with recommendation 3c) of the report on the SPD (agenda 
item 7).  
 
Conclusion and next steps 
 

12. Officers consider that the conclusions of the 5th September 2019 Cabinet Report and 
the Waterbeach New Town SPD report at agenda item 7 concerning SA and HRA 
screening remain appropriate. The SPD provides further guidance to the Local Plan 
and it is considered that it does not give rise to any new or altered likely significant 
effects on either European Protected sites or other designated nature conservation 
interests such as to require SEA or Appropriate Assessment. The issues raised by 
Natural England are appropriately addressed through the planning application 
process.   
 
Options 
 

13. Members may decide to: 

 Approve the SPD as recommended in the report on the SPD on this agenda 
(agenda item 7); or  

 Defer decision on the Waterbeach SPD report (agenda item 7) and ask 
officers to give further consideration to the matters raised in the latest 
correspondence.   

 
Implications 
 

14. See the implications section of agenda item 7.  
 

Effect on Strategic Aims 
 

15. See the strategic aims section of agenda item 7.  
 

Background Papers 
 

Where the Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements) (Meetings and Access to 
Information) (England) Regulations 2012 require documents to be open to 
inspection by members of the public, they must be available for inspection: -  
(a) at all reasonable hours at the offices of South Cambridgeshire District 
Council;  
(b) on the Council’s website; and  
(c) in the case of documents to be available for inspection pursuant to 
regulation 15, on payment of a reasonable fee required by the Council by the 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2089/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2089/contents/made


   

person seeking to inspect the documents at the offices of South 
Cambridgeshire District Council.  
 
Background documents: 
 
South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 - 
http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-
planning/the-adopted-development-plan/south-cambridgeshire-local-plan-
2018/  
 
The Consultation Draft Waterbeach New Town SPD -  
http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-
planning/emerging-local-plans-and-guidance/waterbeach-new-town-spd/ 
 
Report to the 5th September 2018 Cabinet on the Waterbeach SPD –  
http://scambs.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=293&MId=7344&
Ver=4 
 

 
Appendices 

 

 

 Appendix A – Recent correspondence from statutory consultees (Environment 
Agency, Historic England and Natural England). 

 Appendix B – Responses from the statutory consultation bodies to the consultation on 
the draft SPD 

 Appendix C – Responses from the statutory consultees to the Waterbeach New Town 
SA and SEA screening reports (August 2018) 
 

Report Author:  David Roberts – Principal Planning Policy Officer 
Telephone: (01954) 713348 
 

http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-planning/the-adopted-development-plan/south-cambridgeshire-local-plan-2018/
http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-planning/the-adopted-development-plan/south-cambridgeshire-local-plan-2018/
http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-planning/the-adopted-development-plan/south-cambridgeshire-local-plan-2018/
http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-planning/emerging-local-plans-and-guidance/waterbeach-new-town-spd/
http://www.scambs.gov.uk/planning/local-plan-and-neighbourhood-planning/emerging-local-plans-and-guidance/waterbeach-new-town-spd/
http://scambs.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=293&MId=7344&Ver=4
http://scambs.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=293&MId=7344&Ver=4


   

Appendix A - Recent correspondence from statutory consultees (Environment 
Agency, Historic England and Natural England) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Swain, Chris   
Sent: 25 January 2019 16:18 
To: Roberts David   
Subject: Waterbeach SPD committee rport 
 
Hi David, 
In rolling forward the O&S report 22/1/19, I can advise that the EA wishes the following to 
be added as statements of existing fact to inform the committee: 
 
The Environment Agency has sought to support the New Town and SPD as it did in the Local 
Plan process. 
 
Consultation  
The EA advises (I suggest in 7.) that due to an accident in the consultation process, that the 
EA was not invited to the workshops or shared pre-consultation drafts of the SPD for input.  
The drafts included chapters / sections on matters on which the statutory consultees lead. 
This is important for members to understand the genesis of the gaps and issues arising in the 
SEA and SPD consultation responses. 
 
There has been some consultation since then on the SPD to agree fluvial breach flooding 
risks to homes and a school to the eastern part of the site, but issues of wastewater are not 
addressed.  
 
Status of the SPD  
In paragraph 12, it is significant to clarify that originally an Area Action Plan was envisaged, 
which would have provided policy ‘teeth’ to deliver the site and infrastructure as SCDC 
originally envisaged when the local plan was launched for consultation. During the 
consultation process the AAP was downgraded to a ‘guidance’ level SPD, though the local 
plan required that the SPD addresses delivery of key infrastructure. 
 
The SEA consultation for the SPD needs summarising (we suggest in 15.) to say that the 
Environment Agency, Natural England and Heritage England advised their views that SEA is 
needed in view of the impacts being potentially significant, and that the local plan had not 
addressed these impacts at any stage.  
 
It is important, I believe, to inform Members of Officer’s confliction with this Statutory 
consultee advice on the screening and scoping  opinions.  If unaddressed this may obviously 
have significant risks to the SPD, and hence Waterbeach.  I’d think that members would wish 
to be aware of this in the report in making their decision, as with potential consequences if 
there were a legal challenge from third parties.  
 
In 57. the fact that the existing SPD boundary does not include a new wastewater works is, 
in the EA’s view, not a valid reason for excluding it from the SPD or SEA.  The SPD 
encourages and relies upon the removal of the existing Wastewater works, with its large 
buffer which is mutually exclusive of the indicative masterplan and related guidance. The 
National Planning Policy Guidance requires that wastewater infrastructure is planned for and 
phased accordingly – however this is not done in any of SCDC’s or The County Council’s 
development plans.  
 
 
Scale and spatial sensitivity of wastewater   



The EA advises it would be appropriate in 56. to say that a new wastewater works is 
envisaged by Anglian Water to be 10-15 hectares, and that the Water Cycle Study (WCS) 
 forming part of SCDC’s evidence base asserted that a new wastewater works would be 
located east of the Railway, in an area  95% in flood zone 3 (high risk) and is adjacent to a 
SSSI.  The WCS advised that that further planning work should be done on site selection and 
mitigation to progress the allocation.  This work has not yet been done so Members are 
unsighted on the impacts and spatial implications of the SPD promoting the removal of the 
existing wastewater works.  We advise that this matter is not addressed in any other part of 
the local plan.  
 
Phasing to allow sustainable locations and forms of wastewater infrastructure  
Leaving aside site selection and impacts of moving the existing wastewater works, the 
Environment Agency advises that the phasing of wastewater needs to be addressed.  The 
Environment Agency has advised that there is a close link between the timing of the New 
Town, and the sustainability of the wastewater options available to Anglian Water.  The EA 
recommended wording be included.  This was rejected by Officers.  
 
The Environment Agency has advised that the SPD need to promote and guide a clear 
phasing approach to ensure that limited temporary capacity in the existing wastewater 
works is coordinated between developers. The EA recommended wording be included.  This 
was rejected by Officers. 
 
The Environment Agency advised that development relying on a new wastewater works 
should be phased to allow the site selection and development process to proceed in a 
sustainable manner, and this is possible. The EA has also advised that developing a 
wastewater works in high flood risk areas may not be possible in NPPF policy terms. 
 
Way forward 
In terms of the officer recommendations, the Environment Agency’s advice is that the EA’s 
outstanding concerns are reconcilable, however that a delay would  be needed to involve 
the three statutory consultees and County Council in how best to address SEA and 
wastewater infrastructure.  
 
We look forward to answering any questions that the Committee or Officers may have. 
 
I have been advised by Democratic Services to make a request to the Cabinet chair that the 
EA attends the Cabinet to explain how we think this situation can be addressed, and to 
answer any questions that members may have.  
I would like to renew my offers to resolve this in the interim. 
 
With regards 
Chris 
 
Chris Swain MRTPI 
Planning Specialist 
Sustainable Places Team  

 
Environment Agency – East Anglia Area (West)  
 Bromholme Lane, Brampton, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire PE28 4NE 
 020302 51806 
 07818454573 



From: Mack, Debbie   
Sent: 31 January 2019 13:43 
To: Roberts David  
 Democratic Services   
Cc: Swain, Chris   
Subject: Waterbeach SPD Committee Report, Feb 6th 
 
Dear David 
 
I am writing to ask that the following statement be added to the Waterbeach SPD 
Committee report to inform members.  In addition, we request that the SEA consultation 
responses for the three statutory bodies be added as an appendix to the report to provide 
members with a fuller picture of the position in relation to SEA.    
 
Re: Waterbeach SPD Committee Report 6th February 
 
Historic England notes the summary response in relation to Screening Opinion for the SEA 
for the  SPD at the end of the Committee report.  To provide a fuller picture to Members, 
we suggest that the consultation responses from the three statutory bodies be made 
available to members as an Appendix to the report. We continue to have concerns 
regarding the lack on an SEA for the SPD, contrary to the advice of all three statutory 
bodies,  but ultimately we recognise that it is for SCDC to decide how to proceed and 
weigh up the legal risk.  Historic England supports the Environment Agency in their request 
for a delay to the adoption of the SPD in order to complete an SEA and also to plan 
strategically for wastewater.  
 
We trust you will understand Historic England’s position. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries,  
 
Kind regards 
 
Debbie 
 

Mrs Debbie Mack   BA MSc  MRTPI 
Historic Environment Planning Adviser 
Historic Places  
Planning Group | East of England 
Historic England  
  
Historic England 
Brooklands | 24 Brooklands Avenue | Cambridge | CB2 8BU 
www.historicengland.org.uk 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/t1bqC28zSk34L9F1WHMh?domain=historicengland.org.uk


From: Nuttall, Janet   
Sent: 01 February 2019 17:56 
To: Roberts David   
Cc: Democratic Services  
 Swain, Chris  
 Mack, Debbie   
Subject: RE: Waterbeach SPD Cabinet Meeting 6 February 2019 
 
Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when 
opening files. 

 
Dear David 
 
Further to advice from Ian Senior below I would be grateful if you could accept the attached 
statement as Natural England’s further written representation for Cabinet Meeting on 6 
February 2019. Apologies for the delay in submitting our statement whilst I sought advice 
from our Legal team. 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you require any further information. 
 
Many thanks 
Janet 
 
 
 
Janet Nuttall 
Sustainable Land Use Adviser 
Area 08 West Anglia Team 
 
 

 

From: Senior Ian  
Sent: 28 January 2019 12:20 
To: Nuttall, Janet (NE)   
Cc: Cllr Aidan Vandeweyer  
 Hunt Caroline  
 Roberts David   
Subject: RE: Waterbeach SPD Cabinet Meeting 6 February 2019 
 
Hello Janet Nuttall  
  
I will be publishing the agenda tomorrow in order to comply with statutory provisions 
relating to access to information. Caroline Hunt (Planning Policy Manager) and David 
Roberts (Principal Planning Policy Officer) are finalising the report today so, it would 
be helpful if you could convey your views to them as soon as possible. Even if time 
prevents such comments from being incorporated into the report, they can at least be 
appended to it. 
  
The meeting takes place in the Council Chamber here at South Cambs Hall on 
Wednesday 6 February starting at 9.30am. Anybody can attend. 
  
  
Ian Senior | Democratic Services  Officer  
 

 

  











   

Appendix B – Responses from the statutory consultation bodies to the 
consultation on the draft SPD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE 

24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU

Telephone 01223 582749
HistoricEngland.org.uk

Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any 
Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation.

Stephen Kelly
Joint Director of Planning and Economic Development 
South Cambridgeshire District Council  
South Cambridgeshire Hall Our ref: 
Cambourne Business Park  
Cambourne  
Cambridge  
CB23 6EA 25 October 2018

Dear Mr Kelly

Waterbeach New Town - A Spatial Framework and Infrastructure delivery plan 
Supplementary Planning Document 

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the Draft Development Framework for 
Waterbeach New Town Supplementary Planning Document. As the Government’s 
adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that the 
protection of the historic environment is fully taken into account at all stages and levels 
of the local planning process.

We have reviewed the draft Supplementary Planning Document and very much 
welcome the preparation of this document to support policy in the South 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan and to provide guidance to developers and help guide the 
preparation and assessment of future planning applications on the site. The document 
provides a thorough basis for planning for this large development site. 
Our detailed comments are listed below by paragraph/figure.

Chapter 1 Introduction
1.3 Key Issues - 1 The need for comprehensive development
We welcome reference to the need for comprehensive development of the site.  This 
has been a key concern for Historic England over the years in relation to this site. 

1.3 Key Issues - 5 Managing a sensitive historical location
We welcome reference to the sensitive historical location and proximity of Denny 
Abbey.  We would highlight the fact that there are other designated heritage assets in 
the immediate surroundings.  These include Denny Abbey Refectory listed at grade I, 
barn to the north of Denny Abbey listed at grade II and Waterbeach Conservation Area 
to the south of the site.  These assets need to be specifically referenced in the SPD. 

P10, para1 We welcome the reference Denny Abbey and the Major Development Site 
boundary outside of which built development is not permitted. This boundary was 
agreed through the EiP. 
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Chapter 2 Site Context
P14 para 3  Strictly speaking,  Denny Abbey is in the guardianship of the English 
Heritage Trust and open to the public via a management agreement with the Farmland 
Museum Trust. 

P18 Section 2.4 para 3 We welcome reference to Car Dyke, the raised causeways and 
the Soldier’s Hill earthworks. 

P18 Section 2.4 para 6 We also welcome reference to distant views to Ely Cathedral 
to the north of the site. 

P18 Section 2.4 para 7 We welcome reference to the runways and barracks.  Whilst 
these are not designated heritage assets, they represent an important component of 
the history of the site. 

Section 2.5  We suggest that this section is renamed ‘The Historic Environment, rather 
than ‘Inherited Assets’ The historic environment is considered the most appropriate 
term to use as a topic heading as it encompasses all aspects of heritage, for example 
the tangible heritage assets and less tangible cultural heritage. We would again 
highlight the fact that there are other designated heritage assets in the immediate 
surroundings.  These include Denny Abbey Refectory listed at grade I, barn to the 
north of Denny Abbey listed at grade II and Waterbeach Conservation Area to the 
south of the site.  These assets need to be specifically referenced in the SPD. 

Section 2.6 Surrounding Context
We welcome reference to the Conservation Area, listed buildings and Scheduled 
Monument in Waterbeach.  Development will need to preserve, and where appropriate 
enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  Clues may be 
drawn from the Conservation Area to influence the design and layout of the new 
settlement. The tower of St John’s church should be considered as a key view in any 
future design for the site. 

We suggest that reference should be made to the importance of drawing upon local 
character and the distinctive vernacular and materials palette. 

Fig 11 We welcome the inclusion of heritage assets on this diagram.  The grade II 
listed gate piers to Denny Abbey on the A10 would appear to be missing from this 
figure. 

We also suggest the use of the term Scheduled Monument, rather than Scheduled 
Ancient Monument in the key. Modern convention is to refer to scheduled monuments 
rather than scheduled ancient monuments, given that a wide range and age of 
monuments are scheduled. This is in line with the terminology used in the NPPF. 
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Chapter 3 Vision
P29 We welcome the reference to rich local heritage in the aspirations for the new 
town. 

P30 para3 we welcome the reference to the valuable historic setting.

P31para 4 welcome the reference to locally distinctive design which recognises and 
enhances the character of the area. And existing features such as the causeways, 
Denny Abbey, Bannold Drove etc. 

Chapter 4 Towards a Spatial Framework

Figure 21
The causeway link annotation is somewhat confusing on the figure and does not 
match any of the annotation on the key on either p50 or 70.  This should be clarified. 

P51
We broadly welcome the section on the setting of Denny Abbey.  However, we 
suggest the deletion of the word visual in the first bullet point as setting relates to more 
than just the visual. 
We welcome the proposals to both respond sensitively to the setting of the Abbey and 
explore opportunities to enhance its setting.  

Figure 22 We have concerns about the yellow annotation of the setting of Denny 
Abbey.  This could imply that the setting is limited to this shaded area, when in fact it is 
much wider. 

P53 para 1 listed building should be plural as there is more than one listing at Denny 
Abbey

P53 para 2 we welcome the guidance on the location of sports facilities and 
restrictions on floodlighting and changing facilities and other buildings.  We have also 
indicated previously that parking would be unacceptable in this location beyond the 
northern boundary and suggest that this is mentioned in the SPD. 

P53 para 3 and 4 We also welcome reference to the aspirations for an expansive 
parkland with views to the fenland landscape and Ely Cathedral with pockets of 
planting.  This planting will need to be sufficiently permeable so that the green buffer 
positively contributes to the setting of Denny Abbey.  The landscaping should hint at 
the pastoral origins and existing grain of the landscape. 

P53 para 5 We welcome reference to the former military uses of the site and reflection 
of the former runway in the layout of the Park. 
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P54 and 55 We welcome the desire to locate green infrastructure along former historic 
routes such as the causeways and droves. 

P56 We welcome the proposed retention and enhancement of a number of other 
historical features on the site. 

P57 We welcome proposals for the A Causeway Link, in particular the off road green 
way section D between eh lake and the Abbey. 

P58 Figure 27 introduces a different interpretation of the setting of Denny Abbey to 
that shown on figure 22.  This could imply that the setting is limited to this shaded 
area, when in fact it is much wider.  Perhaps a term, other than setting should be used 
as setting has a specific definition in heritage terms. 
The plan helpfully includes reference to many of the other heritage assets in and 
around the site. 

P59 We welcome the reference to the maintenance of views of key landmark buildings 
such as Ely Cathedral and Denny Abbey as well as retaining a sense of openness and 
connection to the skyscape. the filtering of views rather than full screening. 

P60 The section on Waterbeach village should include reference to the Conservation 
Area and listed buildings, in particular the church tower. We welcome the reference to 
Car Dyke. 

P68 We note that in the highest density locations the SPD is proposing heights of 
between 4-6 storeys with two taller buildings.  We are concerned at the proposed 
heights for development, in particular the faller buildings in the open flat landscape. 
concerned that this may be an inappropriate level of height and density for what will, 
after all, be a small fen-edge town, not an edge of Cambridge urban extension, or 
‘CB1’ form of development.  We suggest that it would be more appropriate to keep to 
the 4-5 storey s as a Northstowe with tall punctuating buildings being limited to 6 
storeys. 

P70 Spatial Framework Diagram We note the location of the Park and Ride site at the 
north west of the site. We can see the logic of this close to the employment site and 
also at the other side of the development to the park and ride site at the station.  
However, careful consideration will need to be given to the design of this proposal to 
ensure that the setting of Denny Abbey is appropriately protected and enhanced. 
Lighting for example will need to be carefully designed to minimise harm to setting.  

Table 8 Issue 5 - We welcome reference to the setting of Denny Abbey at Issue 5.  
However, the wording for the mechanism is not clear.  Reference to ‘Development 
proposals’ for the SLA could be misinterpreted as meaning built development.  From 
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section 5 we appreciate that this is not the case but can we suggest hat this is re-
worded to more closely reflect the design aspirations for this area.  

Table 8, Issue 7 We welcome reference to Bannold Drove and Car Dyke as well as 
Denny Causeway

Table 8 Issue 8 We welcome reference to heritage assets and landscape. We 
welcome the requirement for archaeology strategies. 

Table 8, Issue 10 - See comments above in relation to the edge treatments for the 
Strategic Landscape Area.  Regarding Car Dyke, a green buffer will be requirement to 
protect the route of Car Dyke. 

Chapter 5 Guiding Principles

We note that no reference is made to the historic environment in this section of the 
SPD. We assume this is because most of the historic environment issues are covered 
in Chapter 4. 

P93 para 2 We welcome reference to the retention of the Military Heritage Museum. 

P98 Section 21 We welcome the requirement for development to respond to and 
enhance the local landscape context.  In particular we welcome references to planting 
to filter views, as well as the protection of key views to church steeples (perhaps this 
should also say and towers?), Denny Abbey and Ely Cathedral. 

P104  Whilst we welcome the opportunities for allotments and community orchards, if 
any of these land uses are to be located to the north of the agreed limit of 
development, then built development eg toilet facilities etc. would be consider 
inappropriate. 

P110 We welcome the reference to the need locate land uses which generate most 
noise and light away from the most sensitive heritage environments.  This is one of our 
key concerns in relation to the proposals for a park and ride site at the northern edge 
of the development. 

Chapter 6 Delivering the Place
WE welcome the requirement for a military heritage museum and also landscaping 
measures contributing to setting of Denny Abbey. 

We note the suggestion for allotments/community orchards and possible location to 
the north east of the main site (p137).  We would highlight our comments above in 
relation to this area and the need to avoid built development in this zone (toilets etc.). 
Sheds etc. may also be considered inappropriate in the location. 
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Insufficient information is given in this section to other measures for the area around 
Denny Abbey.  Previous discussions have involved the passing over of land within the 
immediate setting of Denny Abbey (land controlled by RLW) shown together with that 
controlled by English Heritage and CCC and the construction of a new site access 
road from the new roundabout to allow the site car park to be removed from the 
scheduled monument and site to the north of the Abbey buildings.  The vision of 
linking the settlement to Denny Abbey and measures and resources to ensure that 
development would sustain and enhance the site, would depend on the conclusion of 
a suitable planning obligation via a Section 106 agreement. We suggest that these 
matters are incorporated into this section of the SPD.

P138 We note the proposal for 3 delivery groups.  May we suggest an additional bullet 
point g under Progress and Delivery Group  g) to ensure the heritage strategy for the 
site is implemented

P140 There is no reference in this section to the phasing of delivery of enhancements 
for Denny Abbey and to the heritage asset.  We suggest that reference should be 
made to this in section 6.4/ 

P143, Section 6.6 There should also be a requirement for a Heritage 
Statement/Heritage Impact Assessment to accompany any planning application. 

P147 The primary objectives of the Progress and Delivery Group listed on p 147 
should also include to ensure the delivery of the heritage strategy for the site. 

We would also suggest that the brief could refer to the need for high quality design and 
good practice in relation to the public realm.  We would refer you to our regionally 
specific advice in ‘Streets for All East of England’ 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all-east-of-
england/> 
More information and advice on the above can be found on our website via this link: 
<https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/streets-for-all/>

We would also refer you to Manual for Streets and  Manual for Streets 2 and would 
recommend that the principles therein are followed. 

Appendices
List of Acronyms - We suggest the use of the term Scheduled Monument rather than 
Scheduled Ancient Monument. Modern convention is to refer to scheduled monuments 
rather than scheduled ancient monuments, given that a wide range and age of 
monuments are scheduled. This is in line with the terminology used in the NPPF. 

Screening Report
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We note that you have concluded that a Sustainability Appraisal for this SPD is not 
required.  This is contrary to the advice of all of the statutory environment Historic 
England, Natural England and the Environment Agency.  We continue to express our 
concern regarding this, given the scale of the development and potential impacts on 
assets of the highest significance, together with the scope of the SPD. We trust you 
will review your decision and undertake an SA. 

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided 
by the Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our 
obligation to provide further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which 
may subsequently arise where we consider that these would have an adverse effect 
upon the historic environment. 

If you have any questions with regards to the comments made then please do get 
back to me. In the meantime we look forward to continuing to work with you and your 
colleagues. 

Yours sincerely,

Historic Environment Planning Adviser, Planning Group











   

Appendix C - Responses from the statutory consultees to the Waterbeach New 
Town SA and SEA screening reports (August 2018) 
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Ms Caroline Hunt Direct Dial: 01223 582775
South Cambridgeshire District Council  
South Cambridgeshire Hall Our ref: PL00471305
Cambourne Business Park  
Cambourne  
CB23 6EA 22 August 2018

Dear Ms Hunt

Waterbeach New Town Supplementary Planning Document (SPD): SEA 
Screening Opinion

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the above Screening Opinion. 

The principal designated heritage asset, whose significance would be affected by the 
SPD, is the site of Denny Abbey, a scheduled monument monument with the monastic 
buildings additionally listed at grade I and II*. In addition there will be impacts on the 
Waterbeach village conservation area, including its listed buildings.   Non-designated 
heritage assets affected include remains of the Car Dyke, archaeological earthworks 
and remains at Soldiers’ Hill and buried archaeological remains within the application 
site.  Although the   WWII airfield and barracks of RAF Waterbeach have not been 
designated, they make an important contribution to the character and landscape 
setting of the SPD site.

On the basis that the Supplementary Planning Document is both required by 
administrative provisions and, in terms of our area of interest, seems likely to result in 
significant effects upon the historic environment, Historic England considers that a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment is required for this document.

Whilst we note that an SA was prepared for the Local Plan and an EIA will accompany 
planning applications, given the scale of the development subject to the SPD, we 
consider that an SEA is still required for the SPD.  

Historic England strongly advises that the conservation team of your authority and 
your archaeological advisors are closely involved throughout the preparation of the SA 
of this Plan.  They are best placed to advise on; local historic environment issues and 
priorities, including access to data held in the HER (formerly SMR); how the policy or 
proposal can be tailored to minimise potential adverse impacts on the historic 
environment; the nature and design of any required mitigation measures; and 
opportunities for securing wider benefits for the future conservation and management 
of historic assets.
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This opinion is based on the information provided by you in the Screening Report 
dated 7th August 2018 and, for the avoidance of doubt, does not affect our obligation to 
advise you on, and potentially object to any specific development proposal which may 
subsequently arise from this or later versions of the plan which is the subject to 
consultation, and which may, despite the SA/SEA, have adverse effects on the 
environment. 

If you have any queries about any of the matters raised above or would like to discuss 
anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Debbie Mack
Historic Environment Planning Adviser, Planning Group
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Date: 24 August 2018 
Our ref:  255144 
Your ref: Click here to enter text. 
  

 
Caroline Hunt 
Planning Policy Manager 
South Cambridgeshire District Council 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY  

 
 Customer Services 
 Hornbeam House 
 Crewe Business Park 
 Electra Way 
 Crewe 
 Cheshire 
 CW1 6GJ 
 
 T 0300 060 3900 
  

Dear Ms Hunt 
 
Habitats Regulations Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal Screening Reports for 
Waterbeach New Town Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
 
Thank you for consulting Natural England on the above in your email of 7 August 2018. 
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
 
You will be aware that Natural England provided responses to the planning applications for the 
Waterbeach New Town development in our letters of 15 June 2018 (ref. 247551) and 16 August 
2018 (ref. 250163). Our responses to both applications advise that further information should be 
provided to determine impacts on Wicken Fen Ramsar site, Site of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI), a component of Fenland Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (a European site), and the 
Cam Washes SSSI. 
 
As referenced in the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
screening reports the Waterbeach New Town site is an allocation in the emerging South 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan. The Local Plan has already been subject to HRA and SA, the reports 
concluding no likely significant effect to European sites and no significant environmental effect 
respectively. However, as indicated in our response to the Waterbeach New Town planning 
applications, new evidence has emerged since the preparation of the South Cambridgeshire Local 
Plan, and associated HRA and SA, regarding potential risk to designated sites, such as Wicken 
Fen and the Cam Washes, through increased levels of recreational pressure associated with new 
housing development. We have provided detailed advice to the Council on this matter in our 
responses to the planning consultations referenced above. This specifies the additional 
information required from the applicants to demonstrate that the strategic development alone, and 
in-combination with other relevant development, will not give rise to adverse impacts through 
increased levels of recreation pressure, to Wicken Fen European site and the Cam Washes SSSI. 
 
Given the above Natural England is currently unable to support the conclusions of the HRA and 
SA screening reports with regard to no likely significant effect / no significant environmental effect. 
In our view the Waterbeach New Town development alone and in-combination / cumulatively, has 
the potential for likely significant effect on Wicken Fen European site and significant adverse 
impact to the Cam Washes SSSI, through increased recreational pressure. We believe this 
requires an agreed approach to off-site mitigation measures to address the long-term residual 
impacts of additional recreational pressure.  
 
Without acknowledgement of this issue within the HRA and SA screening reports, and in the 
absence of any developer commitment to / requirement for delivery of mitigation to address the 
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residual impacts of recreational pressure to Wicken Fen and the Cam Washes, Natural England is 
unable to support the conclusions of the screening reports.  
 
Natural England will be pleased to provide advice on the screening reports, including any 
revisions, following agreement of an approach to address the residual impacts of the strategic 
development on statutorily designated sites. 
 
We hope that our comments are helpful. For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter 
only please contact Janet Nuttall on 020 802 65894. For any new consultations, or to provide 
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to 
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Janet Nuttall 
Sustainable Land Use Adviser 




