
Public Consultee Responses 
 
1. Mr Ian Gilder 
4 Clayhithe Cottages, Clayhithe Road, Horningsea, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9JB 

 
I am a resident of Horningsea and also happen to be a chartered planner with 
extensive experience of the planning and environmental assessment of major 
development and infrastructure projects, of comparable scale to this application. 
 
I intend to provide a full response to this application in due course, but am seriously 
inconvenienced by the presentation of this application, the ES and Transport 
Assessment on the Council's website.  
 
The transport chapter of the ES is inadequate and fails even the basic requirements 
of the EIA Regulations 2011, in terms of the reporting of residual effects. It is, also, 
frankly ridiculous to present the Transport Assessment as 50 separate documents 
which are not even labelled nor do they comprise full chapters or other sensible sub-
divisions of the overall document.  
 
Can I please ask that the Council makes available a properly constructed set of PDF 
documents before the end of the consultation period and extends the consultation 
period if necessary? 
 
The documents as provided clearly do not meet the publicity requirements of the EIA 
Regulations nor do they meet the criteria established over many years by EIA case 
law. 
 
2. Dr Phillip Jackson 
76 Bannold Road, CB25 9LQ 
 
I have several objections about the proposed new town they fall into the following 
catagories: 
 
1) Transport 
2) Loss of identity of the current village 
3) Expansion into green belt 
 
Transport: 
 
6500 homes will necessarily require transport for at a minimum 6500 people. The 
A10 is at capacity now and the other route to Waterbeach is a small country road. I 
am concerned that any improvement to the A10 will happen after the houses have 
been built and that the increased traffic will just cause a bottle neck at the Milton 
junction as the cars try to get to the A14 or enter Cambridge. I do not believe that 
public transport, particularly if the current model is any example, will result in people 
not using their cars. 
 
The train station in the village, which is one of the main draws for the development, 
can not cope with increased numbers and will act as a draw for people to drive 
through the new town and into the village. If the new town goes ahead there will be 
an overwhelming desire to move the station to the new town. This may solve some of 
the transport issues but will deprive the existing village of a much used transport 



facility which seems to further punish the village which has to put up with a massive 
development. 
 
Loss of identity: 
 
At previous public “consultations” the village was promised that there would be a 
good separation between the new town and the existing village in order to maintain a 
modicum of the existing community feeling. The land to be used as a fire break, 
Bannold Road, is now being developed. The current plans show no change to the 
original plans and as such there is no break between the old village and new town.  I 
believe that the new town plan should be altered to include a new separation 
between the development and old village and that transport links between the two be 
such that it discourages large scale traffic between the two. If there is no change to 
the plans then the village will be swallowed and lost to the new town. 
 
Expansion into the green belt: 
 
The current new town plans are for the army barracks which constitutes “brown field” 
land. There is a plan to expand that development into a large are surrounding the 
barracks and increasing the development to nearly 10000 houses. This expansion is 
into green field land and would constitute a loss of a large area of farming land and 
further exacerbate the transport issues. 
 
As a last couple of points I have little faith that the planning office has any real power 
over developers as evidenced by the loss of the Bannold road site on appeal. Finally 
when I visited one of the public consultations I was told that the planning application 
was a done deal and would be going ahead. It seems that the “public consultation” is 
window dressing and it feels a little like being mugged, when the mugger says “it’s 
O.K. you get to decide if I take all of your money or just half of it”. 
 
3. Mrs Kitt  
Old Tiles, Clayhithe Road, Horningsea, Cambridge, CB25 9JE 
 
As residents of Horningsea with a dwelling on the side of the B1047 we are 
particularly concerned that this OPA for 6,500 dwellings may get approval in 
ADVANCE of approval and secured budget for the A10 strategic solution and phase I 
and II of the City Deal.  If road infrastructure is not in place to support the additional 
journeys to & from the new development it will have a catastrophic impact on 
Horningsea due to an increased number of people using the B1047 to get to the A14/ 
Fen Ditton and beyond.   
 
The B1047 is already used as a rat run to avoid congestion on the A10 and causes 
significant congestion at peak times and high volumes at other times.  Furthermore, 
there is a big speeding problem - up to 12% of vehicles were recorded at 36mph+ by 
the Speedwatch team - and that is when they are fully visible to drivers.  It is far more 
when Speedwatch isn't out and has resulted in 5 serious accidents in the village in 
the last few years.  It has been luck alone that no-one has been injured or worse in 
these accidents and it is terrifying as a parent of 3 young children who regularly walk, 
scoot and cycle along the pavement.  More vehicles = more speeding vehicles 
(unless the road is too congested to speed) = higher risk of injury or death through 
accidents.  Something needs to be done to ensure the increased traffic DOES NOT 
come via the B1047. 
 
I also regularly drive to Waterbeach for preschool, post office and children's clubs.  
The stretch of the B1047 from the station to the Salvation Army is only wide enough 



for 1 car at a time and periodically ends up in gridlock.  I cannot imagine what it 
would be like with more traffic.  Regularly impassable and impossible to get to 
Waterbeach on time. 
 
It is furthermore hard to comment on the OPA in the absence of an understanding of 
RLW"s plans for the rest of the site. 
 
Lastly, the OPA suggests the majority of buildings are up to 4 or 6 stories high with 
some up to 8 (or 30m - which could actually be 10).  This seems totally incongruous 
with the location and an unnecessary density of dwellings for the location.  Perhaps a 
commercial 'greed' considering the Council feels the entire site has capacity for 8-
9000 dwellings only (i.e including RLW's site). 
 
4. Mr A Garston 
23, CB25 9JU 
 
I note that in the Environmental Statement section 9.3.71 there are stated limitations 
of the spreadsheet tool used to determine road traffic effects. In the last part of this 
section it states that the tool cannot determine the effects of routing through 
alternative routes "for example any impacts of re-routing through the villages 
adjacent to the A10". 
 
However, in section 9.6.63 figures from the model are used to state that there would 
be "negligible effect within the centre of Waterbeach Village." 
 
In actual fact, as the model cannot calculate this, it is not known what the effect will 
be in Waterbeach and other villages. To state that the effect in negligible is 
misrepresentation of the data provided by the model. 
 
5. Miss Anna Stevenson 
19 Station Road, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9HT 
 
I am generally in favour of the development, but Waterbeach's transport 
infrastructure needs to be improved considerably before any building takes place.  
 
Already, with Waterbeach's current population, it is normal that at busy times of day it 
is difficult or impossible to use the train service between Waterbeach and Cambridge. 
No development should take place until Waterbeach station is able to deal with 
longer trains and the service frequency has been increased between 07:00 and 
09:00, and between 15:30 and 18:30.  
 
It is important that good, non-car based modes of transport should already be in 
place before the first people move into the development, so that they will start off in 
the habit of using them, rather than having to later spur a mode shift. To this end, 
cycling infrastructure linking Waterbeach to Cambridge needs to be improved. There 
should be good, wide, comfortable cycle routes linking Waterbeach to Milton (and so 
to Cambridge via Milton Road), to Horningsea, to Landbeach, (consider a lighted 
crossing to enable cyclists to cross the A10 safely) and along the River Cam as an 
off-road route into Cambridge. (the current NCN 11 route is in poor repair and 
becoming unusable)  
 
At the moment buses from Waterbeach are underused. In my experience, I would 
say this is because, as a result of traffic, travelling by bus is very slow and unreliable. 
Better bus routes should therefore also be considered. 
 



It is really important to me that, in order to prevent Waterbeach from becoming simply 
a dormitory town for Cambridge, new residents are tempted out of their cars and into 
the community, and this is why I place such emphasis on the importance of providing 
non-car infrastructure that new residents can use. 
6. Mr, Muiruri 
9, School Lane, Chittering, Cambridge, CB25 9PW 
 
Looking at the existing building marked for proposed demolition, It will be an 
opportunity missed or denied to establish some economic activity by offering this 
spaces and building for business venture to get employment to waterbeach and the 
surrounding residents who will be most affected by the development.    
 
The iconic Hangars (Bld 43 & 135 in the proposal) are an example where their 
demolition will take away the character that is waterbeach. They should be listed to 
save them from disappearing and put to use by providing them for commercial use. If 
they are turned into commercial use sooner than later, they will add more value to the 
community and the developer from jobs created and revenue generated. 
 
7. Angela, Brown/Ink&Stones 
Roseyard Cottage, Primrose Lane, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9JZ 
 
Existing plans fail to take account of resident needs during the development process.  
They are also imprecise as to traffic volume management and cycling 
routes/provision.   
 
A letter is Attached: 
 
Dear Paul Mumford 
 
Re: Outline Planning for ‘Waterbeach New Town’ S/0559/17/OL 
Thank you for your letter to Waterbeach residents dated 27th February, 2017 
I have three material objections to the process and plans for this development as 
matters currently stand. 
 
Firstly, as a household which relies on rapid rail connection with London there is 
insufficient detail about exact timescale and facilities for providing effective and safe 
communing facilities for rail-users.  This existing cohort of employed people 
contribute substantially to the existing economy of Waterbeach and South 
Cambridgeshire.  Attention to their needs should be prioritised before Mr Hugill’s 
proposals to provide for a new Cambridge workforce. 
 
Secondly, there is no clear address of traffic-flow/parking issues within the existing 
Waterbeach village while development takes place.  Traffic volume already creates 
road-crossing problems; Primrose Lane/High Street-entrance is frequently blocked by 
parked cars.  The safety and traffic requirements of the plan need clearer 
examination and more practical proposal relating to predicted traffic volume.  It 
cannot be safely predicted that workers will prefer bicycles to cars; provision for bus 
transport is unclear. 
 
Thirdly, the diagrams relating to the proposed cycleways are artistically unclear and 
seem to be across what is currently agricultural land.  Pressure on the Cam 
footpath/cycle path via Bates Bite Lock is undesirable, unless there were a proposal 
to provide a metalled surface and separate pedestrian provision. 
 



Failure to produce realistic travel and transport plans for the new development are, 
as I see it, likely to erode substantially the goodwill of existing Waterbeach residents  
and workers. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Angela Brown  
 
8. Julie Chester  
53, Winfold Road, Waterbeach, Cambs, cb259pr 
 
I am writing to object to the development of the Waterbeach Barracks site, until such 
time as a proper infrastructure is able to support such a development.  
 
I have been to several of the open days and each time I have been told by Urban and 
Civic that this is not their concern, it is the responsibility of others.  A negative 
response such as this, shows that there has been little or no consideration for the 
impact on the A10 and the village of Waterbeach, let alone the commuters from the 
A10 corridor.  The people representing them think that if they put cycle paths in, 
everyone will get on their bike, as this is the Cambridge way .... a development of this 
size will be detrimental to the area in general.  Where as smaller pockets of 
development would be welcomed.  
 
9. Mrs A Day 
26, Burgess Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9ND 
 
I have grave concerns about the capacity of the A10 to cope with the additional traffic 
is development will cause. I have seen insufficient evidence that there will be 
sufficient money and time spent on upgrading the infrastructure of the area to cope 
with this. 
 
10. A Tony Richards, Richards 
110, Cambridge Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9NJ 
 
1) The Urban & Civic (UC) Outline Planning Application (OLP) for Waterbeach should 
not be considered in isolation, but holistically alongside the OLP submission by RLW 
Estates.  
 
The UC OLP includes building heights of 30m in the central area of the site, tapering 
away to 2 storey heights on the N & E edges which bound the RLW Estates site. 
Until the RLW OLP has been revealed, we cannot know if the UC proposed building 
heights will blend with their submission. Similarly, much is made of the green views 
and corridors but these will only work if the RLW OLP takes account of them and 
continues with the theme. 
 
2) Please do not give approval to the OLP until a workable solution to the A10 
transport problem has been found and guaranteed. Please don't allow building work 
to commence before the transport solution is under construction. 
 
No matter how much is made of the alternative ways to get around than by car, the 
vast majority of householders will have cars and will use them to travel to work - not 
everyone will work within cycling or a bus ride distance. Already the A10 is at 
overload during the rush hour - try traveling from Ely to Cambridge in the morning 
and back again at night! Dualing the A10 will still result in congestion at the Milton 
interchange and at Stretham or beyond in the evening. How will this be solved? 



 
11. Davina Cooper 
Rectory Farm, Akeman Street, Landbeach, Cambs, CB25 9FQ  
 
Reference Cycle Route Landbeach. 
  
Mere Way cycle route improvements. 
 
As Mere Way is a bridleway giving lawful rights to walkers, cyclists and horses I can 
see an inherent danger to both the cyclist and horse rider caused by an unsuspecting 
horse and rider being alarmed by the sudden and silent overtaking of a cycle. 
Should provision of a segregated horse way be provided alongside that of the 
bridleway?.  
 
It appears that Cock Fen Lane and Akeman Street are not to have a designated 
cycle way but to be shared be other vehicles. 
 
Both Cock Fen Lane and Akeman Street should be regarded as single carriage with 
no designated passing places. These roads are used by cars, vans, agricultural 
tractors with implements attached, combined harvesters, heavy goods vehicles 
(including articulated) and coaches (accessing the Coach Park).  Neither side of the 
road has a defined edge and each side is overgrown with long grass, brambles etc. 
so should a cycle way not be installed?. 
 
The road surface in Akeman Street is higher than that of the adjoining ground with 
the surface water running off uncontrolled either side. The ditches either side have 
not been maintained and in particular the part running alongside my property which is 
non-existent and causes deep surface water to form on the lower grass verge and 
onto my ground. At present this has caused me no problem. I, fear however, that any 
upgrade of the road will cause a greater run off and by doing so my septic tanks 
would be flooded with unpleasant results. I would expect that if any upgrading to the 
road the ditch be reinstated to join that further up 
 
12. Mr T Sallows 
19, Lode avenue, Waterbeach, Cb259px  
 
After attending some local meanings with regard to the out line plant permission I am 
concerned about the traffic volume.  If the basis for the quality of housing has been 
derived from the figures put forward for traffic movement from u&c, I feel this must be 
re-visited.  Perticually the percentage for car share is totally fictitious and will not be 
achieved.   
 
highways England have recommendations on cycle infrastructure design and as of 
yet the plans set out by u&c do not come anywhere close to these standards.  There 
are two sports centres local to Waterbeach, impington and botisham, at present there 
is no safe cycle route to either this should be investigated to help ease traffic. 
Parking arrangements at the railway station is also a major concern as it is local to 
me.  We already have a big problem with commenters parking there cars in our stree 
causing problems for deliveries and bin collections. 
 
13. Mrs Janet Cornwell  
orchard farm, school lane, chittering, cambs, cb25 9pw 
 
To much development has already been approved and built north of 
waterbeach/chittering  along the A10 with no upgrade or expansion included for the 



A10. This road can not cope with the amount of traffic that has to use the A10 to get 
either into Cambridge or to access the A14/M11 It often take the residence of 
Chittering up to seven minuets to get out onto the road during rush hours and that is 
turning left to cambridge if we need to go north towards Ely during rush hour we have 
to go south to the recycling roundabout and back it is also extremely dangerous 
trying to turn into school lane from Cambridge direction. 
 
This development must not be approved until extensive upgrade and widening of the 
road is implemented. 
 
In an ideal world people will be encouraged to use public transport but we all know 
this does not happen, please no more development until this road is upgraded. 
 
14. David Honnor Morten & Anne Morten 
1, St Andrews Hill, Waterbeach, CB25 9NA 
 
While we agree that Cambridge area needs more homes to cope with the housing 
shortage (and consequent driving up of house prices), we wish to raise some points 
of concern. 
 
Negative effects of this large number of homes: 
 
The main arterial road, the A10, cannot cope now, even without 6500 (+ eventually 
perhaps 10000) homes to the north of Waterbeach village.  Currently, commuters 
into Cambridge already experience queues back as far as most northerly Milton 
junction onto A10 all the way to the Milton roundabout on the A14, from around 07:20 
daily. 
 
This has led to more southbound traffic coming off the A10 in the mornings and using 
Waterbeach village as a “rat run”, which would surely get much worse once the New 
Town were to be in operation.  This increase in traffic through the village would result 
in more traffic noise and pollution in the existing part of the village. 
 
How will the effect of increased vehicular traffic be addressed? 
 
Increased problems with Drainage, Sewage and Flooding: 
 
Waterbeach area is mostly low-lying and areas to the west of the business 
Cambridge Research Park are already subject to flooding.  For this reason the A10 is 
raised considerably above the adjacent land on both sides. 
 
A massive increase in the number of homes will lead to a raising of the water table 
and increased risk of flooding.  Problems with sewage seepage are already occurring 
in Bannold Road, with further homes now under construction in Bannold Road. 
 
How will you ensure that construction of the 6500 (+ eventually 10000) homes will 
not lead to worse flooding and sewage problems? 
 
Negative effects of the plan to re-site Waterbeach station: 
 
There is appreciable amount of traffic from South of Waterbeach to the station in the 
morning.  This is partly because Waterbeach station offers a more convenient 
(quicker and cheaper parking) alternative for people from outlying areas to the south, 
east and west than Cambridge station - and the same fares to London.  If the station 
were to be removed then this traffic would have to come past the existing station, 



northwards though Station Road, through Waterbeach village to access the 
Waterbeach New Town station. There would be at least two further detrimental traffic 
effects (in addition to the “rat run” issue in the opposite direction, referred to above): 
 
• Increase in traffic, noise and pollution, through Waterbeach village - this could 
make High Street more busy and would likely have a much worse effect on Way 
Lane, which is quite narrow but would also probably provide the shortest route to the 
Waterbeach New Town station and become another “rat run”, this time for 
northbound traffic in the mornings. 
• Congestion and possible gridlock on Station Road:- 
o In the morning, there is currently more traffic heading southwards out of 
Waterbeach than northwards into Waterbeach (evening is the opposite) 
o However, there is often severe congestion because parked cars, mainly 
owned by Station Road residents, effectively turn Station Road into a “single track 
road with passing places”. 
o With a re-sited railway station, there would be appreciable additional traffic 
heading northwards in the mornings against the overall southwards flow. 
 
Waterbeach station has become increasingly heavily used.  During morning peak 
times, the southbound platform of the station becomes so crowded that there is little 
room for passengers to move.  The trains are also very crowded and, during the 
morning peak times, and during the day on Saturdays, passengers are packed in 
tightly, having to stand on the trains: in some cases the trains have struggled to allow 
all passengers to embark. 
 
In my opinion, it would be far better to have two stations, given that the size of the 
New Town with Waterbeach village would eventually be around 75% of the current 
size of Ely: 
1. Waterbeach village station - served by hourly Great Northern service (as it is 
now) from Kings Lynn to London Kings Cross 
2. Waterbeach New Town station - perhaps served by hourly Greater Anglia 
trains from Norwich to Cambridge 
 
This would also help reduce the congestion that would result were there to be just 
one station in Waterbeach, at the site of the New Town. 
 
Thank you 
 
Best regards 
 
David and Anne Morten 
 
15. Jude Sutton 
1 Cambridge Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CAMBS, CB25 9NJ  
 
1. A10 Potential Extra Traffic Burden From Fenland Town Expansion of 12,000 
homes 
 
Fenland DC propose in their current local plan to provide 11-12,000 houses by 2031. 
8,700 houses are intended to be built in large developments across 3 Fenland 
market towns Chatteris, March, and Wisbech to inject much needed regeneration to 
Cambridgeshire's most deprived areas, with strong inclusions for affordable housing. 
Increases in population in these towns will result in additional traffic from Fenland 
travelling to Cambridge along the A10 as Fenland residents access places of work 
and pleasure. 



 
The A10 transport assessment should factor in this additional predicatable traffic 
burden albeit it related to developments that may deliver later than the proposed 
initial phases of the Waterbeach development. 
 
2. SCDC needs to be considerate of ongoing investigations into Urban&Civic  links to 
Greater Cambridge Greater Peterboorugh Local Enterprise Partnership (GCGP 
LEP).   
 
Any negotiations initiated by U&C about affordable housing quotes under Town and 
Country Planning Act Section 106 MUST be disallowed until the National Audit Office 
concludes it's review of conduct between U&C and the GCGP LEP.   
 
National Audit Office is investigating (March 2017) relationship between U&C and the 
GCGP LEP and Cambridge City Deal with respect to conduct, commercial 
relationships and governance following a serious complaint and NE Cambs MP 
report.  Complaint has also reached the local government minister and the Chairs Of 
The Public Accounts and Treasury Select Comittees. 
 
Key areas being investigated: 
 
-U&C appear to have priviliedged access to board meetings and clarity around 
LEP:developer relations is lacking 
 
-U&C have enjoyed significant increases in profits (270% increase in pre-tax profits 
2015-2016) whilst benefiting from large grants and loans from the LEP 
 
-U&C attempting to minimise financial contribution and commitment to much needed 
road improvements (if application succeeds) by lobbying the GCGP LEP and City 
Deal to fund transport improvements which increase the value of the Waterbeach 
site. They have also lobbied the LEP to recommend their site be designated as an 
Enterprise Zone, allowing for grants in excess of state aid rules as exemptions apply 
to both Enterprise Zones and Innovation. Both the transport improvements, and loans 
or grants for new facilities, increase the viability and value of the housing on their 
site. Not illegal but commercially driven approach to minimise responsibility to invest 
in sustainability of developments.  This housing also benefits from high prices in the 
nearby Cambridge market. Large scale housing meets a key Government objective, 
and benefits local councils through new homes bonus funding, satisfying key 
stakeholders but fundamentally the foremost agenda is profit maximisation. 
 
-U&C have been actively lobbying GCGP LEP to discourage LEP support for a major 
development proposals across Fenland towns (12,000 homes) that would deliver 
widespread economic and cultural regeneration to a significantly deprived area, 
affordable house prices and links to the same Cambridge Science and Business 
parks as Waterbeach.  Waterbeach offers U&C more scope to negotiate down 
affordable housing quotas and make larger profits from higher market-value 
Cambridge housing. 
 
SCDC needs to be mindful of the objectives and development intentions of Fendland 
DC and work symbiotically to ensure that Fenland and the future of the Fen 
Edge/Cambridge Edge has a joined up approach to development 
 
https://goo.gl/Z1LyIh 
 
16. Mr Andrew Martin  

https://goo.gl/Z1LyIh


Kingsthatch, Cb25 9jg 
 
As a resident of Horningsea I am worried by the transport options described on the 
application. It can be clearly seen that the B1047 which passes through Horningsea 
is a route into Cambridge that is hardly mentioned in the document.  
Without significant restrictions on the use of this road it will quickly turn into a rat run 
when the A10 is busy or people are travelling to the south of Cambridge. 
 
17. A Garstone 
23 CB25 9JU 
 
Given that the traffic model developed by Peter Brett Associates LLP cannot 
determine the effects of traffic routing through alternative routes "for example any 
impacts of re-routing through the villages adjacent to the A10" (application section 
9.3.71), what plans are in place to prevent traffic from the new development from 
turning off the A10, through Waterbeach and Horningsea? 
 
Will there be some form of restricted access through Car Dyke Road and Denny End 
Road (presumably after the Pembroke Ave turn off, to allow traffic to the trading 
estate)? If so, what form will this restricted access take? 
 
18. N, Argue 
49, Vicarage Close, Waterbeach,CAMBRIDGE, CB25 9QG 
 
I wish to express my concerns and object to the outline plans on a number of 
grounds 
 
1) Traffic. The A10 already has a high traffic flow which with this development will 
significantly increase. Duelling the A10 will make little difference as the bottle neck 
of the A10/A14 junction will always constrict the traffic flow. Extra houses to the 
north of Waterbeach will make accessing the A10 from Waterbeach itself much 
harder due to the additional traffic. No matter what the application says about 
bus/rail/cycle use the main mode of transport from the new development will be by 
car which predominantly will use the A10 to head south. I believe this application 
should be rejected on this ground alone. The other exit from the village via Clayhithe 
is also unsuitable for a large increase in traffic volume. Station Road in Waterbeach 
always has cars parked on the road effectively making it single file. The level 
crossing further restricts traffic volumes along this road. This development will also 
have a negative effect on the other villages along the A10 as cars will try alternative 
routes though them to avoid the A10. 
 
2) Railway Station. The proposal to move the railway station will significantly affect 
the people in Waterbeach. The railway station, opened in 1845, is currently less than 
a 10 minute walk from the centre of the village which, if it was relocated, would make 
it no longer practical for people in the village to use. The proposal to move the station 
clearly only benefits the new development not the current village and appears to 
have been suggested with no regard for the existing community of Waterbeach 
residents. 
 
Furthermore it has already been acknowledged that the Waterbeach to Kings Cross 
line is already at capacity and cannot be improved without major infrastructure 
changes. 
 
3) Flooding. I believe this development will cause Waterbeach, the surrounding 
villages and possibly Cambridge to be at a greater risk of flooding. Waterbeach 



already has a recent history of flooding, Station Road in 2001 and Bannold Road in 
2014. 
 
Waterbeach and most of the area suggested for development are below the 5 metre 
contour which is significant to areas which flood. A large deployment of new houses 
together with its associated removal of arable land can only increase this flood risk. 
With rising sea levels and changes in weather patterns building this large scale 
development in a low lying area is clearly poorly thought out. 
 
4) Wildlife. The application includes a large area of wildlife habitat which will be 
destroyed by the development. Waterbeach golf course and in the immediate 
surrounding area are inhabited by Adders. This development will have a significant 
effect on their habitat 
 
19. Sophie Garrod 
11 Shipp's Field, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB259DZ 
 
My objections are two-fold: 
 
1. the proposed height of the buildings which will inhibit light and are totally out of 
keeping with the nature of the area - these will be seen for miles around and will ruin 
the landscape for the area.  
 
2. the proposal to not have a commitment to a green boundary at the south edge of 
the development = it would be great to have a green space between the old village, 
the Cam Locks development and the new town . at the moment it looks as if building 
could come right up to it - it would be good if something recreational for the existing 
village could be at the Southern border so they can use the green spaces easily. 
I also have strong views on the location of the retail space - I am concerned about 
traffic coming through the village and next to the Cam Locks estate which is very 
tranquil and a lovely place to live. It would help if traffic could ony go through the A10 
access points to the town. 
 
And please can the trees bordering the Cam Locks development be kept? 
Finally I object to moving the train station however I gather this has been consulted 
on and is a done deal - to take it away from the village is very harsh and other public 
transport will need to be put in place. 
 
20. Mr Nicholas Heleine 
23 Humphries Way, Milton, Cambridge, Cambs, CB24 6DL 
 
Hello, 
 
I live in Milton next to the A10.  
 
At the present, the level of noise and pollution is already unacceptable to me coming 
from the A10. 
 
I believe the A10 should not be used as the "main entry/exit road" towards 
Cambridge/ Ely from the Waterbeach development.  
 
If the Waterbeach development consists of up to 6,500 houses then the developers 
should pay for an alternative road linking to Cambridge/ Ely/ A14. 
 



Under no circumstances should the A10 be widen to dual carriageway as this will 
adversely affect the quality of life (noise/ pollution) for people in Milton. 
 
It's my believe that Milton residents have a fundamental right to an acceptable quality 
of life and therefore there should be no further development of roads -near or around 
the village and especially the widening of the existing A10. 
 
Nicholas Heleine Ceng MIET 
 
21. Dr Andrew Chapman 
12 CB24 6EB  
 
I live in Milton. I am concerned about increased traffic noise from the A10, especially 
since the the road will need to be widened to cope with more cars.  
 
I would like to know what measures will be taken to limit traffic noise increase. 
 
22. Simon Bradford 
22 Heron Walk, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9BZ 
 
Objection in relation to planning application S/0559/17/OL.  
 
The Maximum Heights Parameter Plan (2c_Parameter_Plan_1330_GA_010002) 
shows the four storey area of the Waterbeach development extending right to the 
existing gates of the barracks. The Illustrative Masterplan 
(2d_Illustrative_Masterplan_1330_GA_010004.pdf) shows properties being built in 
the four storey zone around the existing children's play park. Urban and Civic have 
mentioned that these may be commercial units. Our house backs on to the barracks 
where the children's play park is situated.  
 
I object to the building for of four storey buildings were developed near or around the 
children's play park for the following reasons.  
 
Our adjoining property will be overshadowed, leading to loss of daylight. Our property 
currently has a private back garden and the back of our house is not over looked at 
all. If four storey buildings are placed behind our house we will be overlooked. If four 
storey buildings are placed behind our house the immediate effect of the scheme will 
be overbearing due to its height and bulk. 
 
The surrounding area is mainly mature detached two storey residential properties. 
Therefore high density residential of four storeys, or commercial units will not be in 
keeping with the immediate surrounding area.  
 
Building of four storey residential accomodation or commercial units will require the 
removal of existing trees surrounding the children's play park and near the current 
entrance to the barracks. Such changes will impact the historic entrance to the 
barracks. 
 
Building of commercial units to the rear of our property is likely to introduce smells, 
noise and possibly fumes to the area where there are currently none. In particular a 
pubs, cafes, shops, or small commercial units would have the potential to do this. 
 
I would be happy to have two storey residential accommodation in keeping with the 
existing building developed and trees were not damaged during development. 
 



23. Guy Moseley 
6 Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9PX 
 
I am writing to voice my opinion and concerns with respect to the Outline Planning 
application from Urban & Civic. 
 
As a resident of Waterbeach and having lived here for the last 8 years I have three 
points which particularly concern me and my family, that I would like to seek 
reassurance on.  They are in highest priority, as follows: 
 
1. Movement of the train station 
The main reason I bought my house, is its proximity to the station.  This means that I 
am currently able to get to work door-to-door in under an hour.  I have a long day at 
work and the ability to get home quickly using public transport is important for me and 
my young family.  I am also well aware that I paid a premium for my house to be 
close to a station.  Moving the station will devalue my house and make my day 
longer.  The application is already affecting my house price which is causing me 
stress, knowing I may lose quick and easy access to a public service so that a private 
company can make money.  I would like to know what compensation Urban & Civic 
propose for me and my family, should the train station be relocated.  
 
2. A10 congestion 
Currently, when driving to work, I have to leave before 07:15 to avoid congestion on 
the A10 which will delay me by an aditional half an hour on top of my half hour 
commute.  Adding a large settlement north of Waterbeach will only make this 
situation worse and I note there are no plans to dual the A10 before the settlement 
goes ahead.  What plans are there to ensure existing residents and regular users of 
the A10 do not have their commuted extended by the impact of this large settlement? 
  
One suggestion is to build an off-road cycleway up to Ely in order to reduce the 
number of unnecessary single-car commuters?  This would have to be road-bike 
worthy (ie. smooth and well maintained) with safe junctions, if people will be 
expected to use it. 
 
3. Flood risk increase 
Currently, I have sand bags across my garage to prevent the garage getting flooded 
during periods of very heavy rain, which we tend to have a few times per year.  The 
rain cannot drain away in our soak-away as that is saturated.  Taking away the soak-
away areas by making way for the settlement may compound this problem of mine, 
but mostly it is likely to result in other people facing this same risk, which at the 
current price of housing is not good value for money.   
 
I understand we need more housing, but it seems strange to build it so far away from 
London.  If anything, new settlements should be built between London and 
Cambridge in order to place people closer to jobs and reduce their commuting 
distance, so they have more time to spend with their families. 
 
I would also like to make the point that Urban & Civic offering sporting facilities such 
as a squash, badminton and a swimming pool is of little consolation, as we had these 
facilities prior to the closing of the barracks.  We also had a golf course, which I 
believe is now being considered for having houses built on it.   
 
24. Sarah Smart 
Barton Ley, Bannold Drove, Waterbeach, CB25 9QQ 
 



In principle I agree with the plan for the development, supporting the urban style 
which gives lead to a New Town – not an expansion of Waterbeach and thus 
reducing the need for sympathetic architecture.  Furthermore the creation of a new 
town would lead to a need to address that Chittering is in the Waterbeach Ward.  I 
see this as an opportunity for a boundary change to align Chittering with the New 
Town and thus providing the opportunity for Chittering residents to be the nucleus of 
a new parish council and in doing so eliminate some of the struggles experienced by 
the creation of a new parish council at Orchard Park and the issues created for 
Histon and Impington Parish Council prior to this happening. 
  
However I must object on the grounds of the lack of information and  detail  to 
address the traffic which will result from the development and the greater 
development once plans are submitted.  There is significant development in 
Waterbeach which has not contributed to the infrastructure which is going to cause 
considerable along the A10 and through Waterbeach.  Whilst the developers can not 
be expected to provide for this it is only correct that ongoing data is collected to take 
this into consideration when developing a more robust approach to addressing the 
infrastructure needed, 
I welcome the moving of the station on a safety issue of the crossing and the volume 
of the traffic through Waterbeach but believe that an approach down Cody Road  and 
a new road eastwards towards the ‘new station’ would be preferable for all users.   
  
I consider that it is important that there is a clear green space between Waterbeach 
and the New Town with pedestrian and cycle routes to link the two for the benefit of 
both. 
  
Please keep me informed of any issues relating to the application. 
 
25. Archibald John Roe 
12 Abbots Way Horningsea CB25 9JN 
 
We have been receiving emails relating to the Waterbeach development from Mr 
Roe. He’s wanting to submit comments but has admitted to not being completely 
Web savvy (and with the planning page not working) 
He has forwarded his comments on to us (see below). 
 
I wonder if you could let him know that his comments have been received and added 
to the application? 
 
26. Hazel Baldock 
84A Way Lane,Waterbeach. 
 
Having studied the Winter 2016/17 barracks newsletter I would like to express my 
displeasure at the proposed RLW Estates development area.This area is prime 
agricultural land and green belt and home to many animals,Bannold Rd.already has 
extensive development being carried out and we were originally promised a buffer 
zone between the village and new developments which clearly won't happen. 
 
27. Christopher J. Rushmer 
26, Levitt Lane, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9AZ  
 
I have seen the information provided at meetings in Waterbeach and wish to 
comment as follows: 
 
I am against the proposals for a number of reasons including the following: 



 
 

is excessive. The way they are planned in a relatively small area compared to 
the overall site will overpower the surrounds, particularly as I understand that 
some buildings are planned to have six or more storeys. If it is appropriate to 
develop such a large site I suggest a garden village with larger plots and more 
sympathetic design would be more appropriate. I note this is being proposed 
elsewhere in the country on former airfields (I believe in Oxfordshire and 
Cheshire). 

 
the west near to the A10. The rest of the site to the north and east should be 
excluded from not just buildings, but also from Open Space etc. 

 and the majority of the site should be returned 
to that use. For a considerable number of years hay crops have been taken and 
in my view agriculture should continue to make use of the high quality of the 
land. The need to produce food from home grown crops can only increase. 

 
of the land on regular occasions and flooding does occur. With such a scale of 
development on this site and on other ones nearby there is a danger that 
surface water from all the building will cause more consistent flooding to the 
locality including buildings. This cannot be allowed to occur. 

 
could increase. Again this must be avoided. 

ffic on the A10 is now high causing jams towards Cambridge in 
the mornings and towards Stretham and Ely in the evenings. Other 
developments are proposed, particularly in Ely and if the proposed site is also 
built on the situation will be intolerable. Major work is required now to improve 
the situation and must happen to cope with the increase of vehicles from the 
proposed site. The provision of guided buses and cycle ways without the ability 
to drive private cars on the A10 is not right in my view. 

 
Waterbeach on the road to Horningsea and Fen Ditton. This already causes 
problems and the situation will worsen. 

in the 
village. There is insufficient parking and cars are left all around the village. It is 
suggested that the station could be moved to the north. If it were to happen it 
would be some years away and in the meantime the situation would get worse. 
In any event Waterbeach as it is now would lose one of its principal attractions 
if the station moves some distance from the centre of the village. 

 
Waterbeach. Some of its amenities would surely be taken away (see the station 
above). 
 
I therefore request that development in the manner proposed should be refused. I 
ask that common sense should return to the way we think and act as surely the 
majority of people regard the proposal as totally unsuitable even if the aim to produce 
more dwellings is understandable. 
 
28. Anita Molloy 
41 Bannold Road Waterbeach Cambridge CB25 9LQ 
 
This site is being classed as a brownfield site, which is a completely false description. 
Most of the land is grassland, and going beyond the current application area to the 
land that would be developed at a later date, it is all agricultural land; some of the 
best and most versatile in the country. The whole area is low lying and falls within an 



Internal Drainage District; it is controlled by a system of land drains, ditches and 
pumping stations. This would be completely destroyed by the proposed development, 
and an area that acts as a soak away would be covered in concrete, with thousands 
more roofs draining onto it. 
 
On the previous occasions that this site has been put forward for development and 
been rejected, the main reason for rejection has been that the A10 could not cope 
with the increase in traffic. If it could not cope ten years ago, how will it manage now 
that the traffic has increased by the most unbelievable amount? Currently, when 
driving northwards during the afternoon rush-hours you can join a queue of slow 
moving/stationary vehicles at the A10 Milton roundabout and continue in it until 
at least the Stretham roundabout. The reverse can be done when travelling to 
Cambridge in the morning. I am fortunate as usually I am driving in the opposite 
direction to all the traffic. However, this can still be very unpleasant and dangerous. 
In winter I am dazzled by the unbroken line of oncoming headlights, and on a number 
of occasions I have met an ambulance driving towards me on my side of the road, as 
the queuing cars are unable to move over to let it pass. Also, the staggered 
crossroads at the Landbeach/Milton and Landbeach/Bolywood Spice junctions are 
extremely dangerous; vehicles often have to perform split – second synchronised 
manoeuvres in order to use them. 
 
Building 6,500 dwellings (plus more at a later date), and adding two access points 
onto the A10 for initially about 13,000 extra vehicles, is complete madness; and 
assuming that the majority of residents of the new town would use public transport is 
wishful thinking. This is speculative development, intended to pre-empt the Local 
Plan. It shows no real concern for the new residents, and absolutely none for the 
current nearby residents. Tinkering with junctions and putting in bus lanes would not 
solve the current crisis, so it certainly would not solve the additional chaos that this 
proposed development would create. Dualing the A10 would not be a solution either, 
as the traffic would still have to be condensed to negotiate the junction at Milton; the 
only difference that dualing would make is that vehicles would reach the queue more 
quickly and the queuing capacity would be greater, as they could queue in pairs 
instead of singly. 
 
A large proportion of the additional traffic would cut through Waterbeach and 
surrounding villages. Waterbeach cannot cope with the ever increasing amount of 
traffic that passes through it at present. Station Road is a bottleneck and extremely 
dangerous; I am surprised there has so far only been one death due to vehicles 
queuing over the railway crossing when a train was coming. Investment in 
infrastructure is needed to help solve the current problem, not because yet more 
unsustainable development exacerbates it. For example, longer platforms with more 
frequent services stopping at Waterbeach station, with space being made available 
on the trains so people can easily take bicycles with them, are desperately required 
now. During peak times the trains are, so overcrowded the doors can hardly close. 
 
29. Ms A M Priestley 
34 Greenside, Waterbeach, Cambridge CB25 9HP 
 
These comments are made in response to your communication with residents of 27 
February. 
 
My main areas of concern are: 
 
1. Traffic and parking 
 



I have lived in Waterbeach since 2003. During that time, traffic through the village 
has increased hugely, rendering it an increasingly undesirable place to live. The A10 
is a bottleneck of traffic on a daily basis resulting in the village being used as a 
commuter rat run between the A10 and the road to Horningsea and Fen Ditton. 
There is constant flouting of speed limits, resulting in the roads through Waterbeach 
becoming increasingly dangerous and difficult to cross. The proposal for a staggering 
(initial) 6,500 houses, hotel, commercial buildings, schools etc can only have a 
further and wholly unsustainable detrimental effect on life for all residents. This huge 
development potentially means many thousands of additional vehicles on our already 
choked roads, along with worryingly increased levels of air pollution and yet further 
noise. There is nothing in the written communications from the developers or the 
planning exhibitions which allays my fears that these problems have been 
properly addressed or thought through. ‘Encouraging’ commuters and residents to 
use alternative transport to their car(s) is all very well but unfortunately we are a 
nation of entrenched car lovers and this must be recognised. The Guide to the 
Outline Planning Application (page 23) refers to ‘infrastructure improvements to the 
A10’. In principal I agree that improvements to the A10 are much needed. However, 
the massive disruption while work is carried out will only result in even greater 
intolerable traffic conditions, which are frankly already intolerable, and further use of 
Waterbeach as a commuter rat run. 
 
During daylight hours, the entire village increasingly resembles a car park because 
the railway station car park is now woefully inadequate and the village is used by 
commuters who clearly feel they can park anywhere with impunity (including on 
double yellow lines which of course are not patrolled). How is the proposed 
development going to alleviate this already bad situation?? 
 
2. Environment 
 
While recognising that Cambridge/South Cambs needs more housing etc and while I 
am in favour of reasonable use of brownfield areas, I am nevertheless deeply 
concerned about the potential loss of green space (however humble), along with the 
attendant loss of wildlife habitats, which a development of this magnitude would 
engender. The Utopian visions illustrated in Urban Civic’s planning application are 
just that, Utopian, presumably in the hope that the unsuspecting public will 
be lulled into a false sense of security. The Council must seek absolute assurances 
from the developers that trees will be planted (and existing trees protected), green 
spaces secured and as much of the natural environment protected as possible. 
 
3. Health Care 
 
I can find no mention in the Guide of health care/doctor’s surgery provision. The 
Waterbeach surgery serves an already large number of patients and appears to be 
hard-pressed. Why is this vital area not addressed? And of course, a massively 
increased population will have an equally massive impact on hospital provision. 
 
30. Brian Williams 
1 Josiah Court Waterbeach CB25 9JT 
 
First I have point out that it seems grossly unfair that the public have only been 
allowed 6 weeks to comment on a development which has produced stacks of 
complex documentation to absorb and has such a huge impact on the place in which 
they live, when an extension nearby would be allowed 4 weeks to respond to a minor 
amount of simple documentation. I strongly believe an extension should be granted. 



There is currently no precedent for residential development on this Barracks and 
Airfield site which although suggested as Brownfield is only 35% so. The remaining 
65% can be assumed to be used for agricultural and wildlife purposes.  
 
This proposition is extremely speculative and seeks to undermine the inquiry of the 
Local Plan in part set up to decide whether this may be a suitable and sound option 
to meet the demand for housing in the area. As such it does not make sense to make 
any decisions relating to the suitability of this site until the inspector has made her 
report. 
 
The proposition does not address the issues of the A10 transport corridor which are 
widely believed to be at breaking point and needing urgent and expensive 
improvement. 
 
Cambridgeshire County Council are currently modelling the potential impacts of the 
various Local Plans on the corridor with the aim of producing a strategic plan to 
alleviate all issues. 
 
Until these results are known it would be foolish to commence the building of such a 
large development (6500 homes) or conclude the site suitable for development. 
 
We also need to know how the improvements will be delivered and have a level of 
surety that the required funding will be in place for timely delivery. There is therefore 
no reason to approve an access to the site ahead of this information. The discussion 
of potential solution is in itself worthy of public debate and consultation to agree the 
best solution which may not be to increase capacity for cars! 
 
There is a suggestion that we should have 2 light controlled pedestrian crossing on 
the A 10 adjacent to the site. This I believe would be inherently unsafe and I believe 
we must invest in Foot/Cycle bridges to facilitate pedestrian and cycle movements. 
The built form of the proposition is of major concern. 
First as most of the site is green field set to farming or wild areas. 
 
Second it appears that a large amount of high rise buildings will be necessary to 
facilitate the delivery of 6500 homes. This would be unacceptable as it is out of 
character for the area totally at odds with nearby settlements.  
 
It would also cause the town to dominate views across the fen-scape as well as 
overwhelming Waterbeach Village which needs to be protected by the introduction of 
a green barrier. The inspector for the Bannolds reported that there was sufficient 
space available to provide this Barrier so it should be no problem to achieve. 
Waterbeach village has a very few three storey buildings (Flats) although they are 
offset building bungalows which are suitably low level and provide ideal homes for 
our older population.  
 
In order to house the whole of our community we should have a range of homes from 
Social Rent up to market purchase.  We ought not to take viability as a reason to 
avoid housing those on lower pay. As I understand it viability is not a Material 
Consideration anyway. 
 
This application should be refused pending a proposal more in keeping. It should be 
concluded that  the site is unsuitable for the quantum of homes proposed or totally 
unsuitable due to unsustainability. 
 
31. Frank Hopkirk 



4 Eyehall Farm Cottages Clayhithe Road Horningsea Cambridgeshire CB25 
9JD 
 
As a resident of Clayhithe Road, Horningsea living just outside the village gates I 
wish to express oppostion and concern to the proposed development at Waterbeach 
Barracks and in particular the transport situation. 
 
As a cyclist and not a car owner I travel everywhere by bike, and this means cycling 
along the Clayhithe Road both south to the village and north to Waterbeach. The ½ 
mile into Horningsea from my house is currently the most dangerous part of my 6 
mile trip in to Cambridge, whereas the cycle up to Waterbeach along the B1047 is 
potentially highly dangerous, with cars frequently exceeding the 50mph speed limit, 
and no cycleway being available. 
 
Despite the development of the A10, which seems to be rather inadequate and 
potentially delayed, there is no doubt in my mind that the volume of traffic along the 
Clayhithe Road will be substantially increased. People travelling to the employment 
centres to the south east of Cambridge will use this and many people north of 
Cambridge work at Addenbrookes, ARM and Marshalls, to name a few. 
 
The current projections of traffic seem to be totally unrealistic and woefully wide of 
the mark, bearing in mind that 6500 houses will eventually be built, many of whom 
will have more than 1 car per household. This means that cycling along the Clayhithe 
Road will become highly dangerous, especially when problems on the A10 leadto rat-
running through the village.  
 
I also understand that additional development outside the Urban and Civic area is 
being mooted, thus exacerbating the problem even more. The B1047 will become, 
effectively, an A-road in terms of traffic and this will reduce the peace and traquility of 
what is effectively a small fenland village where, even in the village itself, speeding is 
often a problem and where noise eill increase substantially. There will also be a 
concommitant increase in air pollution if sufficient measures are not made to reduce 
the flow of traffic. These could include making the Clayhithe Bridge a single lane for 
vehicles, contriolled by traffic lights, with access for a cycle path on the other lane. 
 
The whole concept of multiple high rise buildings in the Fens seem too to be out of 
kilter with the nature of the landscape and the whole development of a town will 
mean an imbalance in the area compprised of a few villlages. 
 
32. Catherine Martin 
'Kingsthatch' High Street Horningsea CB25 9JG 
 
I am resident of Horningsea village and live on the High Street. I am very concerned 
by the lack of provision for mitigating traffic flows through Horningsea village. At the 
moment we are battling against speeding traffic and this will definitely get worse as 
the population increases in Waterbeach. 
 
I don't understand how the developers have calculated their traffic flow predictions 
and stated that the increase in Horningsea will negligible. This is completely wrong. 
The development is going to have a huge impact on the village and this will happen 
quickly, as soon as the initial tranche of the development is occupied.  
 
Horningsea Road is the most obvious rat run into Cambridge for people turning off 
the A10 from surrounding villages and for Waterbeach residents. This route is the 
fastest way to get to the city and to the Addenbrookes Biomedical campus ( which is 



obviously going to be huge and a major employer for the people of the North East of 
Cambridge). This route avoids the A14, which commuters try to avoid at all costs.  
 
At a recent open meeting, the developer seemed to think that anyone working at 
Addenbrookes would live on the South of Cambridge. This is a totally false 
assumption.   
 
Addenbrookes is a terrible place to get to from the North East. Many people drive 
because there is cheap parking on site for staff.  
 
I drive myself from Horningsea just like many other people because the public 
transport to the site, from Horningsea is so awful and very expensive. ( It costs me 
£3.30 to park daily. If I went by public transport- train from Waterbeach, I have to pay 
£3.30 to park as there is no bus to Waterbeach station, then £3:50 on the train and 
then another £3.50 for the busway to work. No wonder I drive now, just like other 
people will do when they move to the new development. There is a Whippet bus from 
Newmarket road but the last bus from Addenbrookes is 5.30 which is too early for 
me, so I couldn't get to the park and ride). 
 
 The new residents will drive through Horningsea and there will be a big increase in 
traffic. The 'wait and see' approach from the developer is very disappointing. We will 
have to suffer more traffic misery for years before any traffic calming measures are 
installed.  
 
Horningsea village also suffers because it is in the middle of 2 fast stretches of road. 
Clayhithe Road has a 50mph speed limit, which in my view is ridiculously fast for 
such a twisty Road. Many people exceed that speed and roar through Horningsea 
and onto the next stretch of road which has a 60mph speed limit which is rarely 
observed but there are no enforcement measures. 
 
Over the last year we have had a car crashing into the wall of the village playground. 
It was only luck that a pedestrian was not killed, and a second incident where a car 
crashed off the road and demolished the village sign as it speeded out of the village. I 
regularly feel nervous about walking along the narrow pavements in the village as 
cars go much too fast and occasionally mount the pavement. The narrow pavements 
are a real issue in Horningsea and this potentially dangerous situation will only 
intensify with larger flows of traffic as the population increases. 
 
We have no traffic calming measures whatsoever. The only deterrent to speeding 
vehicles are the parked cars of residents, but this only provides a brake on speed on 
a short section of the High Street. 
 
The submission doesn't mention any particular restrictions to the Horningsea Road, 
and seems to ignore its obvious role as a significant route into the city and 
Addenbrookes.  
 
33. Miss S Mason 
7 Cambridge Road Waterbeach CB25 9NJ 
 
I wish to make the following comments on the application. 
- The development could be a good opportunity to make more affordable housing for 
local families and not just build ‘ trophy’ homes for high earners. 
 
Drainage in the current village is a problem so it is important that the new 
development does not exacerbate problems the existing village has. 



High storey buildings do not fit in with the Fen Edge character of the area and would 
look out of place in a flat rural landscape. 
 
The development should protect the wildlife and mature trees on the site already. 
The lake is a great asset and should be sensitively developed and accessible for 
nature lovers as well as sport lovers. 
 
Transport is a major area of concern re congestion, safety and 
accessibility/connectivity: 
 

how this development can go 
ahead until capacity is increased BEFORE dwellings are occupied without clogging 
up the road and making it unsafe for all road users, especially non motorised users. 
Access out of the existing village is already poor for them - there is no dedicated 
provision for pedestrian and cyclist north up the a10, out of the village along came 
dyke road and Denny end road or out to Horningsea. And the path to Milton is not 
ideal and doesn't enable villagers to get to the existing Milton park and ride. 
 

roads and the existing parking is already inadequate for current numbers. On the 
other hand relocating it would mean the existing village would hardly be within 
reasonable walking distance giving a high risk of isolation for people who cannot 
drive ,at a time when County support for socially necessary bus services is being run 
down and withdrawn 
 

rom the outset: Access to 
the new town must be made easy for existing villagers without a car. Not everyone is 
able to ride a bike and access must be made easy for the elderly and those less 
mobile. 
 

 
 

a great idea if it could provide a fast link to the city centre and/or and bio-medical 
campus – and if sufficiently frequent and priced so that facilities ae not only targeted 
at commuters working in the city but provide opportunities for everyone to access for 
leisure and community purposes too. 
 
Essential community facilities such as a health centre should be in place at the 
outset. And ideally this should cover a dentist and minor injuries unit as well as 
doctors. 
 
34. Martin Wiseman 
25 Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9PX 
 
I wish to object to planning application S/0559/17/OL on the following grounds: 
 
Major objection: Lack of firm proposals for the A10 
 
The application had no firm proposal for improving the A10 between Waterbeach and 
the A14, making only a vague reference to there being a need for something to be 
done. The A10 is already at breaking point with southbound stationary traffic past the 
Car Dyke Road junction at peak times in the morning at least 3 days a week over the 
winter months. The application should be rejected until the A10 Transport Corridor 



Study is completed and then should be resubmitted with concrete proposals for how 
the A10 will be improved to cope with the inevitable increase in road traffic which 
will result. There must also be a commitment to timescales with the improvements to 
the A10 synchronised with, or in advance or, the construction of new housing – it 
would not be acceptable for the houses to be built now and the improvements to the 
A10 to come ‘later’. 
 
Major objection: Segregation of the existing village and the new development 
 
The proposals do not include any vehicular access between the existing village and 
the new development other than via the A10. 
 
Whilst I would very much like to have seen the two completely segregated, that 
would only have been realistic if a spacing of at least 1 mile could be maintained 
between the two. As this is not plausible, then I believe the two must be tightly 
integrated to avoid the existing village becoming marginalised in the future. 
 
My concern is that services and businesses will naturally tend to develop in and/or 
migrate to the area with the highest population density. In years to come I fully expect 
that local shops and services (such as the post office and the railway station) will 
move to the new development and it is not right that those of us in the old village 
should be cut off from them. 
 
Whilst there is provision for foot and cycle traffic, this is not sufficient. There needs to 
be a direct route for cars as well without having to go via the A10. 
 
Lack of access between the existing station site and the proposed new station site 
 
Although not directly part of the current proposal, it does refer to relocation of the 
railway station from the existing village to the new development at some point in the 
future. As a rail user who has chosen to buy a house close to the railway station I am 
obviously not happy about this and I would like to see provisions included to minimise 
the inconvenience to those of us who live close to and use the present railway 
station. 
 
There are two things I think are needed: 
 
Direct foot and cycle access alongside the railway between the existing station site 
and the new station (the shortest possible distance) would help to keep the journey 
time realistic as a daily commute (and hence minimise the inconvenience). 
As mentioned above, good, direct, vehicular access between the existing village 
centre and the new railways station is also essential as a minimum. 
 
Height of the proposed development 
 
The proposal is for building to a height of 4 stories over most of the development and 
6 stories over a significant proportion of the development. This is completely out of 
keeping with the existing village and seems inappropriate in a substantially flat part of 
the country. 
 
If the application includes a detailed breakdown of the types of housing proposed 
then I have not yet found it. Whilst 4 stories might imply town houses, the vast areas 
of 6 stories can only be flats, which suggests an unpleasantly high density 
development which is substantially out of character with the existing village and 
surrounding area. 



 
To remain in character with the existing village and avoid changing the tone of the 
neighbourhood for the worse, I would much prefer to see a more balanced 
development with a greater proportion of detached and semidetached family homes. 
It may be that not all of the dwellings within the 6 storey area are planned to actually 
be that high however at present there appears to be no limits. I would like to see 
some firm limits put on how much of each area will actually be as high as proposed. 
 
The development is overly dependent on the A10 and the only significant road 
access. 
 
 The plan makes no provision for access other than via the A10 and in particular 
contains no proposal to develop the existing access to the east via Horningsea. To 
have such a major town with only a single access road seems short sighted. I would 
like to see provision to develop alternative routes so that a problem such as a single 
traffic accident on the A10 doesn’t completely cut off the village/town as is the case 
with a town such as Bar Hill. 
 
35. Mr & Mrs M E & N.A Asplin  
The Boundary, High Street, Horningsea, Cambridge, Cambs, CB25 9JG 
07887632466 
 
Comments: 
 
The need for housing in the Cambridge area is clearly evident; however, this should 
not be satisfied at any cost, or serve as an opportunity to short cut the key provisions 
necessary to ensure such developments are provided on a sustainable footing, in 
turn causing more problems than they might solve.  
 
The application itself is extensive as you might expect for a development of this 
nature, extending to 278 documents, some of which are chaotic in their formation nd 
content, making it harder to establish the corresponding facts.  
 
Our main concerns fall in four areas:  
 
1) Impact of traffic: 
 
a) The documents state that there will be limited impact on the traffic through 
Horningsea despite an increase of 6500 homes. The documents conflict in this area 
as some state that there will be a 0% increase in traffic through Horningsea by 2031 
and others that there will be a 1% increase in traffic. Aside from some minor traffic 
calming the solution proposed it to ‘monitor and manage’ and to make any provisions 
required in the future.  
 
b) On most morning traffic is queued through the village and the slip road from the 
A14 onto B1047 is backed up to the main carriageway. The data does not appear to 
satisfactorily consider the current status on the ground.  
 
c) The suggestion by Urban & Civic that people will not live to the North and work on 
the South of Cambridge is flawed. House prices are significantly higher to the South 
of Cambridge, where much of the employment growth is taking place and therefor 
highly likely that people will to the North and commute. This happens today and the 
outline application has provided no compelling reason to believe this will not continue 
to be the case, but on a far larger scale.  
 



d) The route through Horningsea is a known ‘rat-run’ for those working to the South 
and the suggestions by the Applicant that additional provision for the A10 and 
improvements to buses and cycle ways will prevent an increase in traffic through 
Horningsea are therefore highly questionable. 
 
e) The application site and its corresponding infrastructure requirements appear to 
have been considered in isolation and ignored that needs for  the larger strategic site 
understood to be approaching 10,000 homes, which can do nothing but compound 
the extant problems.  
 
f) The Outline Planning Application would appear to be premature in so far as the 
A10 study has yet to be concluded.  
 
g) Given the above it would appear that the application fails to meet the Planning 
Policy obligations to mitigate the traffic impact from such development. 
 
h) It is suggested that up to 1600 homes may be built prior to mitigation activities 
being required. This would appear flawed if comparison is drawn to Cambourne 
which required mitigation activities to be conducted in advance, as the already 
overburdened A10 would grind to a halt prior to the 1600 homes being concluded. 
 
2) Increase in Pollution 
 
a) The issues identified in section 1) remain true for the presence of pollution, which 
without suitable mitigation is set to increase significantly affecting air quality. The 
Outline application dos not appear to fully mitigate any such effects.  
 
3) Housing density and suitability 
 
a) The build density and type of housing is not in keeping with the local vicinity and 
fenland environment. A quantity of 6500 homes built on the 293 hectare site will 
result in very high density environment. References have been made to six storey 
buildings, with some other buildings stated as being 30 metres high. Again it is 
currently unclear of the impact of the overall strategic site. 
 
4) Locality of the rail station 
 
a) Ut is understood that a new rail station would be built further North adjacent to the 
new development. The current rail station is nearby and convenient to Horningsea. If 
the rail station were to move and access to the new town via the A10 it would be 
much less convenient. 
 
b) Potentially, the village of Horningsea could have significantly more traffic, 
increased pollution, no increase in buses as these are primarily planned for a route 
via Landbeach, a small amount of traffic calming and worse access to the station. 
This does not appear to mitigate the effects of the development.  
 
5) Summary 
 
In summer we recommend that the application should be rejected as it fails to 
satisfactorily quantify and communicate the impact of the development or mitigate its 
impact.  
 
36. Gemma Bradford 
22 Heron Walk, Waterbeach, CB25 9BZ 



 
I am writing to oppose the current planning application S/0559/17/OL. Whilst I am 
broadly in favour of some development of the former barracks site, I write to oppose 
the plan as it currently stands.  
 
We are an immediate neighbour of the new development as our property backs onto 
the Barracks land. I am very concerns that the current planning application earmarks 
an area behind our property for 4 storey development. 
 
The Maximum Heights Parameter Plan (2c_Parameter_Plan_1330_GA_010002) 
shows the four-storey area of the Waterbeach development extending right to the 
existing gates of the barracks. The Illustrative Masterplan 
(2d_Illustrative_Masterplan_1330_GA_010004.pdf) shows properties being built in 
the four-storey zone around the existing children’s play park. Urban and Civic have 
mentioned that these may be commercial units. Our house backs onto the barracks 
where the children’s play park is situated.  
 
Whilst I am supportive of the need to create further housing for the Cambridge area, I 
oppose the current plans as they stand for the following reasons: 
 
1. The area behind out house and at the entrance to the Barracks has a particular 
character and landscaping which is important to Waterbeach residents. The 
significance of the entrance to the Barracks and the land immediately surrounding 
the entrance has been recognised in public consultation which Urban and Civic have 
undertaken. Four storey buildings near the entrance to the Barracks are not in 
keeping with the character of the immediate area. To ignore the public’s 
representations about the significance of the Barracks entrance would be 
irresponsible and show disregard for the Waterbeach community.  
2. The character of the historic entrance to the Waterbeach Barracks includes 
substantial green spaces, trees, and hedges which birds and other wildlife live in. If 
four storey buildings are introduced in this space the density of development would 
mean that the green spaces and the rural connection to the surround landscapes 
would be lost. The are behind our property is currently a green space and a playpark. 
Wildlife habitats would be lost and the area would chance in character to become an 
urban area, rather than its current character being semi-rural.  
 
3. Urban and Civic have indicated that some of the buildings immediately behind our 
property (and part of the historic barracks entrance) may be earmarked for 
commercial use. This would mean an increase in noise, smells or fumes. Currently, 
there are no commercial buildings in the area and therefore the introduction of 
commercial buildings would not be in keeping with the character of the area. We are 
also very concerned about noise, smells and fumes which would affect our own 
property, and our children. Currently, the character of the area is quiet, residential 
and semi-rural. Commercial uses may also affect the surrounding wildlife and birds.  
 
4. Specifically, I am concerned that over development of the land immediately behind 
our property, and o the Barracks site will result in a significant loss of suitable 
habitats (trees and hedges) for birds, and also for bats, which can be seen in our 
back garden currently. A loss of wildlife also affects the character of the area. 
 
5. The design of commercial buildings or flats would not sit well within the character 
of the current area which is residential. Also, the design of commercial buildings or 
flats would spoil the character of the barracks entrance. Commercial buildings would 
result in fumes and noise for additional traffic. Parking would also be required, which 
would result in the loss of green spaces. 



 
6. Our adjoining property will be overshadowed by a four, or a three storey 
development, leading to loss of daylight. 
 
7. Our property currently has a private back garden and the back of our house is not 
overlooked at all. If four, or three storey buildings are placed behind our house we 
will be overlooked. If four or three storey buildings are place behind our house the 
immediate effect of the scheme will be overbearing due to its height and bulk.  
 
8. Four or three storey development is not in keeping with the area, which is currently 
an area of two storey detached housing only. The imposition of four storeys would be 
overbearing for current residents. There is more than enough space within the 
remainder of the Barracks site for four storey development. See below: 
 

 Page 113 in Section 9 of the Design and Access Statement that state this 
area will be “25 Dwellings per Hectare – Low density parcels at the edges of 
development… Informal groupings of detached and semi-detached houses 
addressing existing edge landscape. Large homes with integrated parking 
and generous gardens.” 

 DP20 (page 117 of the above document) that states “The masterplan takes 
into account the need to reduce scale and towards the edge of the 
settlement…”; the diagram on the same page shows that our reference area 
is within the zone marked “Low density towards the edge of the village”.  

 
The planning application should therefore be reviewed to include a further two storey 
area immediately behind the current housing on Heron Walk. Also, the green spaces 
are very important to residents and the people in Waterbeach and to lose them would 
affect the character of the village and the immediate area a t the historic entrance ot 
the barracks. Please see below: 
 

- SP9: Strategic open spaces: The retention and enhancement of existing 
green areas to be used as informal and formal open spaces including for 
sport and recreation, play spaces, including imaginative play, biodiversity 
areas, allotments, community orchards, sustainable drainage and new 
planting; 
 

Given SP9, it does not make sense to include a four-storey band within the planning 
application which backs on to existing Waterbeach housing. I hope htat views will be 
considered when resubmitting revised and more detailed plans and that a two-storey 
band can be included behind our property. I therefore oppose the current plans but 
may support a revised plan in the future. 
 
37.  Thomas Buckler 
24 Heron Walk, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9BZ 
 
Firstly I would like to commend both South Cambridgeshire Council and Urban and 
Civic for the efforts that have been put into the public consultation, particularly the 
local events that were organised within the Waterbeach village. 
 
I am writing to you in reference to planning application S/0559/17/OL, specifically the 
area highlight in Figure 1 below. This is the area immediately South of the existing 
children’s play park, and to the East of the barracks entrance just after the security 
barrier. Map Location Reference1.The area is currently covered in grass and mature 
trees, and when the barracks was occupied was principally used as “informal open 



space” for children as an extension of the play area for the existing residential 
properties that are set to be retained. 
 

 
We are wirting to you because we believe that the “Maximum Heights Parameter Pal” 
is not consistent with Section 9 of the Dersign and Access Statement. The “Maximum 
Heights Parameter Plan” shows the highlighted area with a maximum height of 4 
storeys, whereas we believe it should be 2 storey based on the following: -  
 

- Page 113 in Section 9 of the Design and Access Statement that states this 
area will be “25 Dwellings per Hectare – Low density parcels at the edges of 
the development… informal groupings of detached and semi-detached 
houses addressing existing edge landscape. Large homes with integrated 
parking and generous garden.” 

- DP20 (page 117 of the above document) that states “The masterplan takes 
into account the need to reduce scale and towards the edges of the 
settlement..”; the diagram on the same page shows that our reference area is 
within the zone marked “Low density towards the edge of the village” 

 
We therefore request that the “Maximum Heights Parament Plan” be updated such 
that the area highlighed (i.e. that area between the Southern border of the 
development and the Southern border of the existing play park) shows a maximum 
height of 2 storeys as per figure 2 below. 



We also believe that it is reasonable for the area highleted to be restricted to 2 storey 
residential use for the following reasons: -  
 
1. A 4-storey building in this area would undoubtedly overshadow nd overlook 
theexisting residential properties to the Eastern and Southern sides of this area; 
reducing the amount of natural light for these properties and signficantly reducing 
their privacy.  
2. 4-storey buildings would be out of scale with, and of a much higher density of, the 
neighoburing exsiting buidings of 2-storey residnetial properties.  
3. The area highlighted has an existing Southern border of established and mature 
trees, providing a natural and attractive barrier between the development and existng 
residential properties. It isl ikely that these trees would have to be detroyed in order 
to add subtantial buildings of greater than 2-stories into this area. 
 
Finally whereas we do understand the desire to develop this area, and accept that 2-
storey buildings would be in keeping with the existing environment, we do note the 
first bullet of SP9: 0  
 

- SP(: Strategic open spaces: The retention and enhancement of existing green 
areas to be used as informal and formal open spaces including for sport and 
recreation, play spaces, including imaginative play, biodiversity areas, 
allotments, community orchards, sustainable drainage and new planting; 

 
This area is an existing green area that complements the existing play park that is to 
be retained, and note that the neighbouring residential properties are set to be 
retained and expanded. On this basis the need for an open space area in this 
location will increase, and therefore we would also like consideration to be given to 
leaving this area as green open space in the development plans. 
 
Thank-you in advance for your consideration of the above point.  

 
38. Dr C R Grant 
9 Station Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9HT  



 
There are a number of issues with this planning application: 
 
1) It is being submitted before the SCDC Local Plan has been approved and is 
looking at a far greater number of houses than envisaged as necessary in the local 
plan timescale. 
 
2) While there are some core “promises” eg the first primary school will be ready 
before the first house is occupied there is very little definitive commitment to 
improvements on the road infrastructure. The A10 is already at capacity, there are 
queues southbound in the morning and northbound in the evenings, and traffic is 
heavy most of the time. The A10/A14 junction is inadequate now for the amount of 
traffic and providing minor improvements such as an additional lane each way for 
some distance will not address the problem. There is already considerable additional 
housing in Ely and north of Ely (Lttleport, Wisbech etc) which will all add to the 
volumes of traffic on the A10. Unless major improvements are in place BEFORE any 
houses are inhabited the A10 cannot cope with the proposed scale of development. 
At least with Northstowe significant road infrastructure 
changes were done before any building. 
 
3) The issues the existing village will face during road and site construction have not 
been adequately addressed. Perhaps the best solution would be an east west link 
across the river at the North of the site to take some of the traffic away from the A10. 
 
4) Most of the green space is to the north of the site, while the setting of Denny 
Abbey needs to be protected this cannot be at the expense of the visual impact on 
the existing village. Considerably more open space needs to be in the south of the 
site. 
 
5) There is clear concern about facilities such as GP surgery services in the event of 
this development being started. The current surgery is already at capacity (if one is 
trying to getan appointment) and again alternative facilities have to be in place before 
the houses are inhabited. 
 
6) While high rise buildings will be alien to the fen landscape, provided there is 
adequate screening it is preferable for this to be a way of getting the government’s 
required density while still leaving areas of open space. 
 
7) The site is very close to the Amey Cespa site which has been the subject of smell 
and other disturbances. It is inconceivable it would have been built in such close 
proximity to housing as the proposed application will now make it. 
 
8) In general it is clear that the extensive list of concerns raised by residents during 
the SCDC roadshows all need to be addressed and clear targets attached (and 
enforced) for all stages of development. However such development should not be 
brought forward in advance of Northstowe and Cambourne/Bourn where there is 
already appropriate transport infrastructure. 
 
39. Katie Birkwood and Dunstant Roberts 
81 Winfold Road Waterbeach CB25 9QF 
 
Thank you for the oppurtunity to comment on planning application S/0559/17/OL. 
 
We are concered about these proposals on grounds of the effects on the 
environment and ecology of the area, and the effects on traffic. 



 
One of the great things about living in Waterbeach at present is the variety and 
quanitity of wild species that co-exist with the built environment. Building a new 
settlement should be seen as an oppurtunity to build wildlife-friendly features into 
every aspect of the built envrioment, creating viable habitats for native species, 
especially those species (such as, for example, hedgehogs and house martins) 
known to be serious decline at present.  
 
Since Cambridge is one of the country’s cities with the highest proportiom of journeys 
made by bicycle, it is important that any new development in its are should aim to 
make cycling the default mode of transport, by making it more appealing than car-use 
for journeys in Cambridge city centre, or of a similar distance. 
 
Environment and ecology 
 
The developers describe the creation of ‘green spaces’ featuring grassleand, trees 
and other habitats, and we welcome this. However, we are concerned that these 
statements are vague. We wouldl ike the developers to be required to create habitats 
that are locally appropraite, featuring planting that matches and enchances local 
species diversity, rather than using generic specifies of plant which will not 
necessarily be local to the fens and which may therefore do relatively little ot support 
and encourage local wildlife. We are also keen that the ecological benefits of 
whatever trees are planted in the development sohuld be nehanced through an 
apprpraite range an density of bird bokxes and bat boxes. 
 
We would like the developers to build biodiversity not only into designated ‘green 
spaces’, but into every part of the development. For example, the inclusion of small 
ground-level holes in garden fences would make it easier for the development to 
support hedgehogs and built-in nesting spaces in houseswould provide a habit for 
birds (notable house martins) which prefer to nest under the eaves of houses than in 
standard bird boxes.  
 
Transport 
 
We welcome the stated commitment to encoouraging sustainable means of 
transport, i.e non-car transport. We also welcome the stated aims to improve current 
cycling provision across the existing Waterbeach village, between local surrounding 
villages, and into and out of Cambridge. However, we are concerned that the current 
proposals are insufficiently ambitious with regard to cycling: they appear to strive to 
out-do only the national average cycling provision and the cycle usage. Cambridge 
and its surrounding area, as is noted national centre of cycling, and the developers 
should therefore strive for something much better than this. 
 
We are concerned about the lack of detail regarding major infrastructure 
improvements, epsecially new cycle routes from the site into Cambridge city centre, 
and we are concerned about some of the suggested cycle route infrastructure not 
meeting current best-practice guidance. We wish to see the new development 
became an exmaple of how, when cycling is made quicker and more convenient than 
car-use for short- and medium-length journeys, cycling will become the first choice 
method of transport for people of all kinds. 
 
Specifically, we wish to see safe, direct cycling routes from the new site and the 
exisitng village to Landbeach, Cottenham, Stretham, Ely (via the currently incomplete 
NC11 route), Milton, Cambridge centr, the new Waterbeach station, and Cambridge 
Research Park. These links should be facilitated by cycle lanes and road crossings 



that meet the guidance from the Highways Agency and the Camcycle ‘Making Space 
for Cycling’ document. The current suggested imrpoved path alongside the A10 is too 
narrow for a path alongside a 50 mph road, and should be further distanced from the 
traffic. Proposed cycle lane crossing of high-spped roads and juncitons involve multi-
stage crossing, and are cumbersome and inefficent. These should be replaced with 
single-phase crossings which will reduce the delays an inconvenience faced by 
cyclists to a minimum.  
 
We are also concerned that the paths within the new development appear to be 
mixed-use (inteded for use by both cyclists and pedestrians). It is best practice to 
segregate pedestrain and cycle traffic, so as to create the safest and most pleasant 
experience for people walking and cycling.  
 
Conclusion 
 
We hope that the environmental and transport aspects of this new development can 
be made as ambitious as possible. Creating an attractive cycling environment has 
the potential to dramatically reduce the number of car journeys, and the strain they 
would cause on road infrastructure. Creating an environent with true biodiversity and 
appropriate wildlife habitiat is vital in attempting to secure the healthy future of the 
country’s (and planet’s) ecosystem.  
 
40. Susan Danielis 
7 Cattells Lane, Waterbeach, Cambridge 
 
Having lived in Waterbeach for 60 years and enjoyed the peaceful rural village 
community, I am greatly saddened by the plans submitted by Urban and Civic. My 
first point is the fact that there will now be no divide between the village as it is now, 
and the New Town. The promised green field area in-between has been sold for 
building and is already under construction. The very idea that our once rural views 
should now consist of various size blocks of homes up to 8 floors high is not in 
keeping at all with our beautiful Fenland surroundings. We here in Waterbeach will 
be able to see this like a huge blot on our landscape and why should that be so? We 
have chosen to live in a rural village! I am not convinced that there is one attractive 
attributing feature to these proposed plans except the ruination of our beautiful 
village. I feel homes built in keeping with the style of our village would damage our 
landscape far less.   
 
41. Sue Doughty  
25 Burgess Road, Waterbeach. CB259ND. 
 
This objection is to the building heights indicated (reference: Heights and Density 
Plan). 
  
A large area of the site is indicated as 6 storeys in height with several "areas of 
exceptional height" of a max 8 storeys or 30m. The latter are not intended as "point" 
heights (such as a mast - incidental objects), but are indicated as actual buildings in 
the supporting  graphics.  
  
In it's landscape and buildings context, Waterbeach is a small settlement between 
Ely and Cambridge on a flat landscape. The flatness emphasises the scale of any tall 
buildings - Ely cathedral being the prime example and highly visible for miles around. 
To its south, Cambridge is a low-rise city.Even in it's recent higher density areas, 
such as the CB1 station area, it is only up to six storeys. Eight storeys is exceptional 
even in the centre of this city. 



  
In the fen-edge situation Waterbeach occupies between the two cities, a "city scale" 
of eight stories is too high from a fen viewpoint and would be unduly prominent in the 
landscape. 
  
A condition should be imposed limiting "areas of exceptional height" to six storeys.   
 
42. Ian Gilder 
4 Clayhithe Cottages Clayhithe Road Horningsea Cambridge CB25 9JB 
 
Representation on Outline Planning Application S/0559/17/OL Waterbeach Barracks 
and Airfield 
 
Introduction 
 
My wife and I have lived in Horningsea for over 20 years. As noted at the foot of this 
representation, I am a town planner and environmental assessment specialist, with 
experience of many similar large scale development projects. My comments 
therefore reflect both my local interests and a professional knowledge of good 
practice in relation to how major applications such as this should be progressed. 
 
Overall View 
 
We support the principle of creating a new settlement at Waterbeach Barracks and 
Airfield, but are concerned that this application is premature and cannot be approved 
in anything like its present form. 
 
Key concerns about the application, the Environmental Statement and other 
supporting information 
 
1. The Further Proposed Modifications to the Local Plan are yet to be consulted on or 
examined. There are outstanding concerns about the content of Policy SS/5, 
including further amendments being promoted by the applicants. Key elements, 
including the boundaries of the Strategic Site and the upper limit on capacity need to 
be resolved, before this application can proceed to determination. 
 
2. Policy SS/5 requires the preparation and adoption of an SPD for the strategic site. 
This should be the immediate focus of the Council and the two principal landowners. 
I do not accept the assertion of the applicants in para 4.160 of the Planning and 
Delivery Statement. The outline application, as submitted, must inevitably ‘fetter 
preparation of the SPD’ unless the applicants are prepared to accept potentially 
significant changes to the parameters which are a core part of the application. I 
return to this point below, when considering the extent to which this application 
almost certainly will need to be amended and a further Environmental Statement and 
Transport Assessment submitted. 
 
3. Given the scale of the development and the fact that there are only two significant 
landowners involved, it is highly desirable that a single outline application should be 
submitted for the whole site. This could overcome a number of serious flaws in the 
present application, which does not, in particular, include the land required for two 
pre-requisite components of the development: the second major access to the 
improved A10 and the relocated Waterbeach station. 
 
4. I recognise that the application as submitted generally contains an appropriate mix 
and quantum of development for a new settlement. It is, however, entirely 



unsatisfactory that the application only defines one principal road access, when the 
development will require at least a second access to the A10, even before the 
completion of the 1600 dwellings planned for Phase 1. A further reason why the 
application as it stands cannot be determined in the near future is that any approval 
would have to assume that, in the worst case, only Phase 1is built. Given that this 
development area is isolated from Waterbeach village, this is clearly 
unsatisfactory and it would be premature to approve it.  
 
Generally, there is insufficient information included in the application to demonstrate 
the feasibility of the transport mitigation measures for Phase 1, for example, the 
promised improvements to the present Waterbeach station, which will be challenging. 
As noted in para 3, the feasibility of creating the new Waterbeach station has also to 
be demonstrated, with the relevant landowners, including Network Rail, bound into 
any planning obligation that attaches to this application. The bland assertion of the 
applicants in para 4.134 of the PDS that the relocation of the railway station ‘will be 
delivered in tandem with development of the adjacent land’ is insufficient. 
 
5. As an EIA professional, I recognise that presenting the Environmental Statement 
(and TA) for applications of this scale, in a way that is reasonably intelligible to the 
public, is challenging. Most elements of the ES are fairly well presented, but the 
Transport chapter of the ES is inadequate, even as a summary of the likely 
significant effects. At a minimum, this chapter should have summarised fully the key 
transport mitigation measures that will deliver Phase 1 and the full scheme, so that 
the residual significant effects are set out in their proper context. Some of the 
necessary information is, no doubt, provided in the Transport Assessment. However, 
this is not part of the ES and, in any event, is almost impossible to navigate in the 
form provided by the applicants for use on the Council’s website, being divided into 
50 documents, neither properly labelled nor forming sensible parts of the TA. 
 
Given the extent to which further work and amendments to this application will be 
necessary, the Council must require the applicants to submit a further ES and TA, in 
due course and subject it to proper public consultation. 
 
6. We are, as are other residents of Horningsea, concerned about the traffic impacts 
of the development, particularly Phase 1. The B1047 is used as an alternative route 
into Cambridge, from the A10 avoiding the A10/A14 Milton interchange and to 
provide access to the eastern segment of the City. The presentation in the ES of a 
single morning peak hour traffic flow does not reflect the reality, which, over the last 
20 years, has meant that there are heavy flows on this road, from before 0700 in the 
morning and from 1600 in the afternoon. In the absence of the A10 improvements, I 
think it very unlikely that, with the Phase 1 development, there will be no increase in 
the morning peak flows on this road. The reduced flows under the full development 
scenario are more plausible, given the assumptions that will have been made about 
the capacity and performance of the improved A10 and the other as yet unspecified 
public transport improvements. The residents of Horningsea need a proper 
explanation of how traffic will be managed through Waterbeach and Horningsea. This 
needs much more detail, for example, even of measures such as cycleways along 
the B1047 between Waterbeach and Horningsea which are desirable in principle, but 
may necessitate many unsympathetic alterations to what is essentially a rural road. 
The same concerns apply within the village of Horningsea, itself. 
 
Conclusions 
 
While I support the principle of this development, I believe that there are fundamental 
flaws in this application and the Environmental Statement, which need to be 



addressed. This application is premature and the key concerns outlined above need 
to be resolved. This cannot, in my view, be resolved by piecemeal amendments to 
this application, which should be refused. 
 
As a professional involved in planning and environmental assessment, I am happy 
for the details below to be included in any published version of this representation. 
 
Ian Gilder 
9 April 2017 
 
Note 
 
I am Head of Planning at Environmental Resources Management (ERM) and have, 
over thirty years, been extensively involved in advising both developers and local 
planning authorities on the strategic planning, environmental assessment and 
delivery of major development and infrastructure projects. 
These have included the ‘Rochdale’ applications and, more recently, the Brent Cross 
Cricklewood development and the Olympic Park as well as major urban expansions 
to Daventry and Burgess Hill. 
 
43. Nigel Seamarks 
48 Providence Way Waterbeach Cambridge CB25 9QJ 
 
Whilst low cost housing is required 4/6/8 floor dwelling blocks are not the answer. Of 
course the developer loves them for profit but that's the 1960's approach to housing. 
For a Rural development 50/50 ownership housing is required not multi-floor housing. 
4/6/8 floor dwellings are just not a rural aspect and the shadows and skyline etc etc 
will NOT be positive. 
 
We need stuff for the Youth there was a lack of firm promises from the developers 
evening the council should have a set % for recreational stuff . Waterbeach had a 
successful swimming pool on the barracks and we need to ensure we have a 
swimming pool attached to either one of the many schools or to a leisure centre. eg 
Bottisham/Landbeach School models are good.  We had a pool and we want our 
pool back. 
 
Apart from a walkway the Barracks development should be separate from the Village 
Of Waterbeach. Waterbeach needs to be kept separate. This was an early promise 
but its now not clear, the open evening was not very clear. 
 
Roads no real promises the open night was a lot of ums we need new roads from the 
new development. In an ideal world you need a road that takes traffic to the Quy 
roundabout bypassing Horningsea.  
 
44. Karen Dodge 
27 Way Lane Waterbeach CB25 9NQ 
 
I am writing to submit my objections to the above application on three counts.  
 
Firstly I object to the scale of development.  6,500 dwellings on the barracks land will 
swamp the area of Waterbeach and Chittering.  The huge mass of new houses will 
overwhelm the environment, the peaceful countryside ambience, the wildlife and the 
probably cause flooding in times of extreme wet weather which seems to be an 
annual event in recent years.  The mass concreting over of a greenfield/brownfield 
sites will cause flooding in the new area, in the village of Waterbeach and beyond.  



The ground in this area saturates in wet weather and despite constant standing water 
houses are already being built on other developments.  The mass building proposed 
will only increase the likelihood of flooded homes and ruined lives.  I can only 
imagine an environmental disaster on the scale of Carlisle and the Somerset levels. 
 
Secondly, the transport infrastructure needs to be improved before development 
starts.  The A10 is wholly inadequate for the large volumes of traffic already using it.  
In the morning the queues of traffic are huge southbound and those who do not 
queue use the villages of Waterbeach and Horningsea as a rat run.  Commuters from 
north of the village already use this route and with the new town development this 
situation would be a busy, dangerous rat run 24 hours a day. 
 
I also object on the grounds of the impact on the present village.  Waterbeach is a 
village.  It is a community, it has a village atmosphere and environment.  The traffic 
as mentioned above will make village life noisy, dangerous and environmentally 
unhealthy.   The noise, pollution and other environmental factors would be 
detrimental to village life. 
 
45. Harry Bulstrode 
The Orchards Horningsea CB25 9JG 
 
I am a resident of Horningsea, and have been following the progress of this 
application carefully. 
 
While new development is clearly necessary in and around Cambridge, it is equally 
clear that this must be accompanied by appropriate infrastructure development. As 
currently presented the Waterbeach development represents a new town comprising 
many thousands of homes, grafted onto a road network which struggles to serve the 
existing villages: specifically the B1047 through Horningsea stands to be used by a 
large number of commuters- incidentally the impact assessments circulated 
implausibly suggest no increase in traffic, despite this representing the obvious route 
between the new development and Addenbrooke’s Hospital, the East of Cambridge 
etc. The monitor and manage strategy advocated by the developers is entirely 
inadequate. A combination of new roads and dedicated bicycle infrastructure are 
required and must be an integral part of the plans from the start. The current plans 
threaten to deliver gridlock, with a lag of years while the ‘Monitor and Manage’ 
strategy catches up, if indeed any resources are forthcoming once the developers 
have banked their gains and moved onto new projects. 
 
It is also disappointing that this proposal is focused on high density housing and little 
else- what happened to the Sports Lakes proposal? Why can’t high density housing 
developments like this one be tied to projects like the Sports Lakes, giving 
sustainable development and shared benefits for existing residents and newcomers 
alike? 
 
I would be most grateful for a reply to indicate that you have been able to 
accommodate this response within the consultation process. 
 
46. Jane Williams 
1,Josiah Court, Waterbeach,CAMBRIDGE CB25 9JT 
 
I am writing to OBJECT to Outline Planning Application S/0559/17/OL 
 
It is irresponsible of The Secretary of State for Defence and Urban and Civic to apply 
for  "speculative" Outline Planning Application for up to 6,500 dwellings on the 



barracks land Waterbeach. The land is part of strategic site (policy SS/5 for  8.000 - 
9,000 dwellings) in SCDC's emerging Local Plan which is currently at the Inquiry 
stage. 
 
Quantum and Impact: Up to 6,500 dwellings.To achieve the number of proposed 
dwellings it has been necessary for the developers to propose buildings from two 
storey to eight storey high. 
South Cambs Local Development Framework Strategic Land availability Assessment 
(SHLAA) Site Assessment Proforma states:   
 
 Townscape and landscape impact "The proposed development in it's proposed 
scale and form will have a significant adverse effect on the local and wider 
landscape.  
Very long views are available to and from the site from high ground (the Stretham- 
Haddenham ridge to the North, chalk hills to the South and East and more local fen 
views) and a development of the proposed scale will form the dominant feature in 
many of these views which are currently wide and almost entirely rural"  
 
The SHLAA is an assessment for policy SS/5. However up to 6.500 dwellings in the 
form of urban design as part of the proposed Waterbeach New Town will still have an 
adverse affect on the Landscape. The assessment goes on to state that large scale 
development will dominate the local villages of Waterbeach and Chittering in the 
Parish.  
Furthermore it states that it will adversely affect the settings of the local historic 
monuments (Denny Abbey to the North) listed buildings and the local nature, rural 
fenland landscape character.  
 
There is no provision in the plans for separation of the proposed development to 
protect the rural nature and character of Waterbeach village. The Inspector in the 
Bannold Appeals reported that separation could be achieved to the North of the ex 
mod houses at the Southern edge if the site. 
 
SHLAA  - Describes the site as a disused airfield made up of farmland used for hay, 
woodlands, lakes.Approximately 35% of the site has been previously developed. It is 
not long ago that the tenant farmer and resident gamekeeper had their employment 
terminated. How was the land designated as a brownfield site? 
 
SHLAA Minerals and waste LDF designations large parts of the barracks land site 
are subject to sand and gravel safeguarding 
 
SCDC document SC6/SCDC to the Inspector at the Waterbeach Hearing of the Local 
Plan 2.ix 99 states De- contamination of the site " Yes a large portion of the site has 
always been in agricultural use without concern" 
 
SHLAA  Physical considerations states " Land contamination This site has a number 
of potential sources of contamination - previous military land,areas of filled ground, a 
sewerage works and also adjacent to railway line and landfill. This would require 
investigation which should be carried out at a pre-app stage, not dealt with by 
condition. 
 
With the contradictions in SC6/SCDC and  SHLAA it would appear that there needs 
to be further clarification on the land classification of the site as previously 
mentioned. 
 



Access - Two proposed accesses from the site onto the A10. SHLAA states " 1991 
Planning application S/3099/88/0 for 1,500 dwellings,employment, open space, and 
retail on the site to the North of but partially overlapping with the site. Appeal 
dismissed in 1991 alongside other new settlement sites on the A10 corridor. The 
reasons for this site being refused permission being largely an inability to 
demonstrate safe access arrangements onto the A10.  
 
The proposed development Mereham on the A10 to the North of the site was 
dismissed at Appeal due to congestion on the A10 and overbearing on the adjacent 
villages. 
 
One of the proposed access points adjacent to Waterbeach Research Park is already 
in place. 
The current volume of traffic accessing this roundabout from the Research Park onto 
the A10 and traffic flowing North and South is already at/over capacity.  
 
A second roundabout will further slow traffic,proposed pelican crossings,existing 
Landbeach junction (North of Emmaus) and could increase the potential for accidents 
to pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles. 
 
Currently the village of Waterbeach is used as a rat run by traffic accessing 
Cambridge via Horningsea. When the A10 becomes blocked the whole of the area is 
gridlocked and alternative routes through Waterbeach and Cottenham come to a 
standstill.  
 
No decision on this application should be made until the outcome/public consultation 
on the A10 study due in summer is complete. 
 
As this is only part of policy SS/5 development it can be assumed that residents from 
the site will use the existing Waterbeach railway station to commute to Cambridge 
and London.The service is currently over capacity at peak times and often off peak 
times. 
 
Local bus services are infrequent. 
 
Utlities Water, Gas and electricity. There is currently not enough capacity to provide 
these services to the barracks land site without huge cost. 
 
The timing of the application outside the Local Plan raises huge concerns not only 
how and when development will commence and be delivered but also the fact that 
there are two promoters. The other promoter is RLW Estates who own adjoining 
green field land to the North and East of the site. We have been told by SCDC .in the 
past that to make Waterbeach New Town viable there needs to be 10,000 plus 
dwellings which will be dependent upon both sites/promoters having the will to 
ensure it is deliverable. 
 
The relationship between Urban & Civic and RLW Estates is unclear. The legal 
obligations between the two developers is unclear. Rights of way between the two 
sites is unclear. The viability on both sites is unclear. 
 
I believe that the viability of the proposition claimed by the promoters and SCDC 
cannot be used as a material planning consideration especially when calculating the 
amount of affordable dwellings on the site.This will no doubt be dealt with in the SPD 
but needs to be flagged up now. 
 



It is also deemed unfair that the villages of Waterbeach and Chittering ( already 
enduring speculative development of over 300 dwellings) should be penalised 
because SCDC do not have a five year land supply (NPPF.) I feel that this  is a very 
dis-honourable conduct by the Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic to 
force this speculative development of 6,500 dwellings upon our communities before 
the outcome of the Local Plan is known. 
 
47. Elizabth Harrison 
Dallas, St John's Lane, Horningsea, CB25 9JQ 
 
Although housing is always needed, Cambridge cannot cope with such a large 
amount of new dwellings so near to the city. The Outline Planning Application has not 
sufficiently looked at the traffic issues surrounding the new development. The A10 is 
already at a standstill during rush hour and the village of Horningsea where I live has 
for many years been a rat run for traffic avoiding the A10. Amongst the mass of 
documents submitted, planners have come up with the figure of a traffic increase of 
just 1%. I hardly think this is feasible for a development which will initially build 6,500 
new homes. 
 
48. Mrs Louise Campbell 
62, Wheatsheaf Way, Waterbeach, CB25 9GG 
 
Having been a visitor to the barracks site, I realise that the development of the land 
for housing is inevitable. However, the plans as they stand at the moment are 
unsympathetic to the area the site is within. The ability of the A10 and A14 to carry 
tens of thousands more people is laughable when the road is already backed up 
beyond Waterbeach from the A14 most mornings. Assuming people will cycle or use 
the trains is not the answer as experience tells us people prefer their cars and sitting 
in traffic to unreliable and overcrowded trains. 
 
I can see the need to develop the barracks site but only if Waterbeach gains the best 
of everything... Leisure facilities and country park around the lake site for instance. A 
scaling down of the number of houses must be considered for the sake of this 
beautiful part of Cambridge. 
 
49. Mr A Duffy 
23 Priory Road Horningsea Cambs CB25 9JL 
 
My concern is that with the increase in housing, leisure and retail facilities in 
Waterbeach, there will be an increase in traffic through our village which I am 
estimating at up to between 6 and 8,000 additional vehicles, most of which I am 
aware will travel down the A10 until there is a reason that the A10 is not accessible. 
 
I have not yet seen anything in the plans which will attempt to mitigate the damage 
and risk to life from this increase of traffic through Horningsea. 
 
50. Dr Martin Greensmith 
55 High Street, Horningsea, Cambridge, Cambs, CB25 9JG 
 
I live in the small village of Horningsea. The growth of jobs in and around Cambridge 
over recent years has already meant a huge increase in traffic through the high street 
of our village by vehicles going to the West and South of Cambridge from 
Waterbeach and northbound on the A10. At times of rush hour traffic, it is unsafe for 
children to cross the road due the volume of traffic and (illegal) speeds driven by 
many commuters rushing to work. 



 
Whilst I understand the importance and desperate need to increase the amount of 
available housing in the Cambridge area, I beg that a plan above and beyond the 
'Monitor and Manage' policy set out in the OPA for the Waterbeach barracks 
development is both developed and put in place. The plans to improve public 
transport (proposed bus route) and further develop the cycle routes are 
commendable but do not address the many commuters who will still choose to drive 
their own cars and see Horningsea village as a 'short cut' to the East and South of 
Cambridge. To believe that only Cambridge Research Park workers will live at the 
proposed development or that everyone will choose to use public transport is short-
sighted. I beg you to think of our village, its residents and our children and ensure a 
plan to avoid dangerous levels of traffic passing through our small village is enacted 
prior to this proposed major development. 
 
51. Mrs J Tunnacliffe 
14 CB25 9JN 
 
I object to this planning application because I have concerns about the increase in 
traffic that will come through Horningsea as a result. The developers are wrong to 
assume that most people living in the new houses in Waterbeach will not work on the 
south side of the city. With the continued development of the Biomedical Campus 
and the relocation of Papworth Hospital to the Addenbrookes site it is highly likely 
that many people living in this development will be working there. The planning 
application does not make sufficient provision for the increase in traffic that will result 
from this development. It is unlikely that everybody will choose to use the A10, in fact 
many will choose the route through Horningsea because the A10 is likely to be even 
more congested at peak times than it is now. 
 
52. Proff Alan Tunacliffe 
14, Abbots Way, Horningsea, Cambs., CB25 9JN 
 
The planning application intends for 6,500 and perhaps eventually 10,000 new 
homes to be built on the site. Since each new home is likely to be accompanied by at 
least one car, a conservative estimate might be that this would result in 7,000 to 
11,000 cars associated with the site. Even with a high rate of adoption of public 
transport, it is likely that many of these cars will be used to commute into Cambridge, 
either via the A10 or through Waterbeach, Horningsea and Fen Ditton. Ignoring this, 
as the application documents seem to do, is grossly irresponsible and a recipe for 
disaster. On a wet January morning, there is already gridlock through Horningsea. 
Even under more favourable conditions, traffic is heavy on the route into Cambridge. 
Without a major rethink of the road network linking the north of Cambridge with the 
city, I can't see how the proposal is viable. Please look at this again. 
 
53. Jude Sutton  
1 cambridge road, waterbeach, cambridge, cambs, CB25 9NJ 
 
Unacceptably high density and over development of the site involving creeping 
losses of green belt land, open aspect, and Fenland landscape. 
 
Proposed development is over-bearing in terms of size, it is equivalent to Ely, 
Royston and Saffron Walden with long term potential to be the size of Welwyn 
Garden City.  Existing village will become swamped and ultimately be eroded. 
 
U&C have track record of negotiating financial contributions to the local authorities for 
infrastructure provision, trading in affordable housing grants to avoid affordable 



housing provision in favour of developing market-value houses that deliver maximum 
profit (Town and Country Act Section 106). 
 
Failure to guarantee 40% affordable housing provision will present local residents 
and local young adults with the impossibility of being able to continue to live in their 
existing neighbourhood area close to their place of work. 
 
54. Mrs Bolupe Maborukoje 
Comfort Manor, CB25 9PH 
 
I would like further information on why the A10 would be the primary road for 
additional 6,000 homes. Looking through the boundaries of the Waterbeach Barracks 
and Airfield site, I noticed that roads could be developed from the phase 1 
development through the Great Drove or Cross Drove ( which can be upgraded) to 
link up with B1102 and then the A14. Cross Drove already crosses the rail line. 
 
Alternative road networks could be opened up through Clayhithe Road which could 
also link up to the A14.  
 
There are different options to the road network which could be further developed that 
would make a huge difference to the already congested A10. 
 
55. Mr J Grant 
9, Station Road, Waterbeach, CB25 9HT 
 
Transport arrangements should recognise that autonomous vehicles will appear on a 
similar timescale to the project (e.g. Ford predicts by 2021, and there are already 
trials in Milton Keynes, Greenwich, etc). 
 
Possibility should be investigated of public transport being provided in the form of 
automated pods running at high speed on dedicated tracks (which don't need to be 
more than 2 metres wide), including alongside the railway, and at low speed on 
public roads. This would help access from the new development to the existing 
station, or from the existing village to the new station if it is moved (though moving it 
is a bad idea because it would encourage marketing of the houses to people who 
work in London). Should also link to e.g. Science Park. 
 
56.  Mrs J Jenkinson 
57, Vicarage Close, Waterbeach, Cambs, CB25 9QG 
 
I would like to object to the above planning application for all the reasons listed in my 
attached document. I would like to stress my worry that road infrastructure as it 
currently stands cannot support the size of the proposed development. There are 
proposals that have not been given enough consideration primarily the 
traffic/road/public transport issues. This was an ideal opportunity to plan an 'eco' 
town where cycling and public transport was king rather than ownership of a motor 
car. Ideas such as the Fareham eco town in Hampshire would be much more 
worthwhile. With rail services already stretched to breaking point in Waterbeach and 
the A10 chock full of cars at all times of the day there HAS to be more thought given 
to these plans before building can be permitted to begin. 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 



Introduction 
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). 
 
I object on the following grounds: 
 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient high quality cycling and walking 
infrastructure for the residents of the new town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and 
other communities in the District.  
• the plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 
• the development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed , 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. 
 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
 
• reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
• improved physical and mental health 
• better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
• not polluting (air and noise) 
• provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
• provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their 
independence 
• walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than 
those occupied by vehicles 
The dis-benefits of car use include: 
• air pollution – a recent study suggests that particulate pollution will still be a 
major issue from electric vehicles due to particles from tyre wear and road dust 
• presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
• increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
• the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good 
cycling alternatives can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
• harm to wildlife 
• environmental pollution – the manufacturer and disposal of vehicles is 
extremely energy intensive, consumes vast resources and is results in environmental 
damage 
 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 
 
“One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.” 
 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
 
“The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 



cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 
 
The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport the application fails to do 
this and should be rejected on this basis.  
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school 
 
a. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet 
Highways Agency standards for a path next to a 50 mph road (sec. 6.5.13). As a 
minimum the path needs to be separated from the road by a verge.  However, other 
routes to Milton and north Cambridge should be sought in addition to this proposal. 
Even with suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never 
provide an attractive route for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume 
and size of vehicles using the A10. The developer should work with the City Deal and 
County Council to find alternatives. On 9 March 2017 the City Deal and County 
Council approved funding for Greenways feasibility studies. In particular, a the 
feasibility of possible 'Greenway' from south Waterbeach to Milton Country Park 
should be examined. It should be considered whether or not the rowing lakes 
proposal comes forward. It has the potential to provide a very attractive cycling route 
from Waterbeach and the new town to north Cambridge encouraging very high levels 
of cycling. (ref 6.5.13).  Additionally, as suggested in the Greenways report, an 
upgrade to the existing route along the River Cam should be carried out.  
 
b. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd 
in Landbeach is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed 
cycle way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings 
over the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrians. This is not a practical 
option. A far better option is the use of single-stage crossing as recommended by 
IAN 195/16 
section 2.4.5 and that the crossing should be in a straight-line and not 
staggered, as recommended by section 2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the 
connection between Cottenham and Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the 
journeys between the two villages are currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach 
parents of secondary school children forced to pick up children by car due to lack of 
alternatives. A cycle route would also encourage rail users from Cottenham and other 
villages west of Waterbeach to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
c. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to north-west Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option. 
 
d. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west 
of the river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be 
achieved. The communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use 
of the facilities in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen 
Ditton to reach them. 



e. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible 
by vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible. 
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with a sensible crossing over the A10 which 
encourages non-car use. 
 
2. Proposals for Waterbeach village 
 
a. The proposals for the changes to the existing village to mitigate potential 
increases in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how these proposals achieve the 
stated aim of reducing rat running. This has an impact on cyclists and pedestrians 
because the volume of traffic in the village at peak times is already a serious hazard. 
The main entrance to the primary school is already a victim of rat running to avoid 
congestion on the A10. The existence of an additional 6500 houses will exacerbate 
these problems considerably as people use the Horningsea route to avoid the A10. 
Substantive proposals for changes to the existing village to prevent rat-running and 
encourage walking and cycling should be put forward for consultation by the villagers 
and funding for the agreed changes committed to by the developer.  (sec. 6.5.8) 
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north. 
 
3. Proposals for the new town 
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted. 
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. 
The outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a 
wide traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design 
feature of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the 
opportunity. 
 
d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new 
development. This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The 
main parking for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some 
distance away (>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as 
they approach the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be 
possible. Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the 
development to ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and 
quicker are therefore encouraged. 



f. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible 
by pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not blocked off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
4. Timing of infrastructure improvements 
 
As much of the infrastructure outside the new town should be in place before the first 
occupation in order to encourage cycling and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling 
phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 before habits of driving become ingrained. 
Any infrastructure outside the new development which is in place before first 
occupation will greatly benefit current residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding 
area. High quality cycling infrastructure which can be used by the existing population 
will help to mitigate increasing traffic levels in the area. 
 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 
busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
In any case this is a terrible example and should serve as a warning for Waterbeach 
new town. 
 
5. Infrastructure Design 
 
The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway profiles and cross-sections 
inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling document. Junction designs should 
comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England. 
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks 
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come. 
 
Those who benefit most from good cycling infrastructure are the young, poor and 
those with unhealthy lifestyles. Good cycling infrastructure can also be used by users 
of mobility scooters which see increasing use as the population ages. Wheelchair 
users will also benefit.   The proliferation of electric bikes will see people travelling 
further by bike. Outside of the main residential areas horse-riders will also benefit 
from good road crossings and other infrastructure. 
 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 



However, until substantive improvements are made to these proposals will continue 
to object to them. 
 
57. Caroline Ward 
Varsity Farm, school lane, chittering, cb259pw  
 
Please see attached letter stating objections to the new twon development based on 
insufficient cycle provision to surounding villages and towns. Kind regards, Caroline 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 
Introduction 
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). 
 
I object on the following grounds: 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient high quality cycling and walking 
infrastructure for the residents of the new town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and 
other communities in the District – including Chittering and  the Science Park 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 
• the development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed , 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
• reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
• improved physical and mental health 
• better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
• not polluting (air and noise) 
• provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
• provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their 
independence 
• walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than 
those occupied by vehicles 
The dis-benefits of car use include: 
• air pollution – a recent study suggests that particulate pollution will still be a 
major issue from electric vehicles due to particles from tyre wear and road dust 
• presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
• increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
• the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good 
cycling alternatives can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
• harm to wildlife 
• environmental pollution – the manufacturer and disposal of vehicles is 
extremely energy intensive, consumes vast resources and is results in environmental 
damage 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 



“One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.” 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
“The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 
cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 
The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport the application fails to do 
this and should be rejected on this basis.  
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
 
1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school 
 
a. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible 
by vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible. 
 
b. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet 
Highways Agency standards for a path next to a 50 mph road (sec. 6.5.13). As a 
minimum the path needs to be separated from the road by a verge.  However, other 
routes to Milton and north Cambridge should be sought in addition to this proposal. 
Even with suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never 
provide an attractive route for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume 
and size of vehicles using the A10. The developer should work with the City Deal and 
County Council to find alternatives. On 9 March 2017 the City Deal and County 
Council approved funding for Greenways feasibility studies. In particular, a the 
feasibility of possible 'Greenway' from south Waterbeach to Milton Country Park 
should be examined. It should be considered whether or not the rowing lakes 
proposal comes forward. It has the potential to provide a very attractive cycling route 
from Waterbeach and the new town to north Cambridge encouraging very high levels 
of cycling. (ref 6.5.13).  Additionally, as suggested in the Greenways report, an 
upgrade to the existing route along the River Cam should be carried out.  
 
c. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd 
in Landbeach is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed 
cycle way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings 
over the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrians. This is not a practical 
option. A far better option is the use of single-stage crossing as recommended by 
IAN 195/16 
section 2.4.5 and that the crossing should be in a straight-line and not 
staggered, as recommended by section 2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the 
connection between Cottenham and Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the 
journeys between the two villages are currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach 
parents of secondary school children forced to pick up children by car due to lack of 



alternatives. A cycle route would also encourage rail users from Cottenham and other 
villages west of Waterbeach to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
d. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to north-west Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option. 
 
e. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west 
of the river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be 
achieved. The communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use 
of the facilities in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen 
Ditton to reach them. 
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with a sensible crossing over the A10 which 
encourages non-car use. 
 
2. Proposals for Waterbeach village 
 
a. The proposals for the changes to the existing village to mitigate potential 
increases in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how these proposals achieve the 
stated aim of reducing rat running. This has an impact on cyclists and pedestrians 
because the volume of traffic in the village at peak times is already a serious hazard. 
The main entrance to the primary school is already a victim of rat running to avoid 
congestion on the A10. The existence of an additional 6500 houses will exacerbate 
these problems considerably as people use the Horningsea route to avoid the A10. 
Substantive proposals for changes to the existing village to prevent rat-running and 
encourage walking and cycling should be put forward for consultation by the villagers 
and funding for the agreed changes committed to by the developer.  (sec. 6.5.8) 
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north. 
 
3. Proposals for the new town 
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted. 
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. 
The outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a 
wide traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design 
feature of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the 
opportunity. 



d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new 
development. This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The 
main parking for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some 
distance away (>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as 
they approach the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be 
possible. Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the 
development to ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and 
quicker are therefore encouraged. 
 
f. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible 
by pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not blocked off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
4. Timing of infrastructure improvements 
 
As much of the infrastructure outside the new town should be in place before the first 
occupation in order to encourage cycling and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling 
phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 before habits of driving become ingrained. 
Any infrastructure outside the new development which is in place before first 
occupation will greatly benefit current residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding 
area. High quality cycling infrastructure which can be used by the existing population 
will help to mitigate increasing traffic levels in the area. 
 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 
busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
In any case this is a terrible example and should serve as a warning for Waterbeach 
new town. 
 
5. Infrastructure Design 
 
The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway profiles and cross-sections 
inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling document. Junction designs should 
comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England. 
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks 
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come. 



Those who benefit most from good cycling infrastructure are the young, poor and 
those with unhealthy lifestyles. Good cycling infrastructure can also be used by users 
of mobility scooters which see increasing use as the population ages. Wheelchair 
users will also benefit.   The proliferation of electric bikes will see people travelling 
further by bike. Outside of the main residential areas horse-riders will also benefit 
from good road crossings and other infrastructure. 
 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 
However, until substantive improvements are made to these proposals will continue 
to object to them. 
 
58. David Metcalfe 
40, High Street, Landbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9FT 
 
summary of points made in attachment 
1. interaction with overall site development 
2. how it affects Traffic on A10 
3. P+R going through Landbeach 
4. Cycle path along Mere Way 
5. View from Landbeach 
 
With regards to the proposed Waterbeach Barracks Town 
 
The issues I have are as follows: 
 
1. No detail on how this interacts with overall site plan (including the RLW land). No 
mention of potential cumulative effects from this and future expansion 
 
2. Unsure how such a plan can be submitted without the A10 corridor study first 
being published detailing current and future road capacities 
 
3. Park and Ride bus going through Landbeach. Is the route suitable in current 
condition? My house already shakes when lorries and buses go by. Are houses 
along the route ok to handle large vehicle going past once every 5 mins (based on a 
bus service of leaving P+R site once every 10 mins) 
 
4. Cycle path along Mere way. New lights so light pollution for the area. Tractors go 
down there, are they ok to mix with cyclist? Also I believe this is a bridle way, again is 
this ok to mix with cyclists? There is also a lot of wildlife living in this area how will 
they be affected. Finally on this point, this road is used by a lot of dog walkers. Dogs 
off lead and cyclists do not mix. 
 
5. Views from Landbeach. At the moment it is pretty flat and you can see a nice 
skyline. Having 8 story buildings (20m?? tall) will undoubtable change that 
 
59. Mrs Schia Sinclair 
115, Ditton Walk, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire, CB5 8QD 
 
As someone who lives near Ditton Lane and regularly travels both by car and bicycle 
up Ditton Lane to the A14 and to Horningsea, I am objecting to this development on 
the grounds that the impact on the traffic through Horningsea and Ditton Lane has 
not been given sufficient weight or consideration. 



 
Any development of this size is bound to have a knock on effect on traffic through 
this area.  The traffic down Ditton Lane struggles as it is with it being a narrow road, 
with little space for bicycles. I don't believe it can cope with any further traffic. 
 
Thank you for your consideration 
 
60. Paul Bearpark 
91, Cambridge Rd, Waterbeach, CB259NJ 
 
Please find attached my formal objection to this planning application in the attached 
document 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban &amp; Civic PLC 
Timing and Scope of the Planning Application 
 
1) I object to any decision being made on this application before the Local Plan 
is finalised.  There is no planning basis for a new town in this location unless the 
Local Plan is approved, therefore the application should be refused until the Local 
Plan process is complete. 
 
2) I object to the timing of this consultation and the fact the deadline for 
comment is before the A10 study outcomes are known.  Transport is one of the most 
important aspects of this development and yet we are expected to comment without 
knowing any plans for improving or upgrading the A10 or the railway line, or other 
potential public transport proposals. 
 
3) I object to this application being made without any details for the other land 
proposed for the new town being known.  The outline planning permission should be 
for the whole site, not just the Barracks land.  We do not know how many houses 
RLW are planning or what their transport/access plans are.  This application should 
be rejected and a joint application for the whole new town site sought so that 
residents can understand the total scale and impact of the proposed development. 
 
Scale and Density of New Development 
 
4) I object to the height of the proposed buildings which will be out of keeping 
with the rural nature of the area, be overbearing on the village of Waterbeach and, 
due to the flat nature of the surrounding land, visible for many miles. 
 
5) The proposed layout of the buildings on the site show mostly 4-6 storey 
apartment buildings.  If the new town is to go ahead it should be a place where 
people want to live because of high quality homes, great facilities and access to open 
spaces. There is research showing that people benefit from spending time in 
natural/green spaces. Looking at the plan, given the density of buildings, there does 
not seem to be much open space for people to enjoy a sunny day.  Spaces such as 
Jesus Green and Parkers Piece are well used in Cambridge.  Similar spaces should 
be provided in the new town, in addition to the proposed open land to the south of 
Denny Abbey, and the woodland area.  The runway park is very narrow at its 
southern end.  Where will families living in the southern area of the new town  be 
able to go to enjoy the outdoors without having to get in a car to travel? 
 



6) If secondary roads in the development are narrowed – to discourage car use 
and speeding-then more land could be freed up for public open spaces/parkland, and 
provide more space for trees. 
 
Neighbours 
 
7) I am concerned that the proposed new town will be sited adjacent to Amey 
Cespa.  We know that there are odour issues with Amey Cespa’s operation and a 
recent court case mentioned that the site has increased sickness rates on the nearby 
Business Park   
“There was a history of non-compliance at the site and there was a serious effect on 
human senses and it was persistent enough that it led to a widespread change in 
behaviour of those exposed to it.” 
“At a nearby business, staff complained of feeling sick, gagging and sore eyes and 
throats. Staff could not take regular outdoor breaks and sickness rates went up” 
(ref https://www.gov.uk/government/news/composting-site-operator-fined-50000-
after-breaching-its-permit) 
Transport 
 
8) As mentioned in point 2 above, currently no details of improvements to the 
transport infrastructure are known.  I must therefore base my comments on the 
development proceeding with the current road and rail arrangements.  A 
development of this scale will have a massive impact on all transport modes.   
 
a) Rail: Waterbeach currently has a rail station where trains are above capacity 
at peak times. Although I do not regularly commute by rail at peak times myself I 
have heard multiple stories of people not being able to get on trains due to 
overcrowding.  No development on the proposed new town site should be allowed 
until substantial improvements the rail capacity have been delivered. 
 
b) A10: The A10 is already heavily congested.  It is extremely difficult to pull out 
onto the road from the Car Dyke Junction, especially to go North.  The road cannot 
support the increase in traffic which a large development would produce.  Therefore 
the application should be rejected. 
 
c) Increased traffic through Waterbeach Village:  
 
The new town would inevitably lead to increased traffic through Waterbeach Village, 
most likely along the High St and then to the station or further through to Horningsea 
and beyond.  If the A10 becomes more congested traffic may also rat-run along the 
High St and then down Car Dyke Road to re-join the A10 further south.  This will 
increase traffic past the main entrance to the primary school and through the village 
centre.  Currently there are no details provided for planned junction changes in the 
village.  Substantial changes to the road network in the village should be carried out 
to make the route less attractive to cars and give more priority to cycling and walking.  
This will help make the village safer for all., but particularly for children accessing the 
school and for everyone, especially elderly people, who use the village shops and 
services. 
 
d) Parking at the station is currently a huge problem.  The current car park does 
not meet demand and so there are cars parked on verges around the station (often 
affecting traffic flow) and also down Station Road and other areas of the village, 
including around the village green.  This means it is difficult for local residents to park 
and access the village centre – a particular issue for residents of Chittering who 



cannot access the village by other means.  It also presents a hazard for families who 
wish to cycle to the primary school or local playgroups. 
 
e) Cycling: I support Waterbeach Cycling Campaign’s view of cycling and 
include their comments below 
 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient high quality cycling and walking 
infrastructure for the residents of the new town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and 
other communities in the District.  
• the plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 
• the development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed , 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
• reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
• improved physical and mental health 
• better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
• not polluting (air and noise) 
• provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
• provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their 
independence 
• walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than 
those occupied by vehicles 
The dis-benefits of car use include: 
• air pollution – a recent study suggests that particulate pollution will still be a 
major issue from electric vehicles due to particles from tyre wear and road dust 
• presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
• increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
• the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good 
cycling alternatives can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
• harm to wildlife 
• environmental pollution – the manufacturer and disposal of vehicles is 
extremely energy intensive, consumes vast resources and is results in environmental 
damage 
 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 
 
“One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.” 
 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
 
“The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 
cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 



The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport the application fails to do 
this and should be rejected on this basis.  
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
 
1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school 
 
a. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet 
Highways Agency standards for a path next to a 50 mph road (sec. 6.5.13). As a 
minimum the path needs to be separated from the road by a verge.  However, other 
routes to Milton and north Cambridge should be sought in addition to this proposal. 
Even with suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never 
provide an attractive route for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume 
and size of vehicles using the A10. The developer should work with the City Deal and 
County Council to find alternatives. On 9 March 2017 the City Deal and County 
Council approved funding for Greenways feasibility studies. In particular, a the 
feasibility of possible 'Greenway' from south Waterbeach to Milton Country Park 
should be examined. It should be considered whether or not the rowing lakes 
proposal comes forward. It has the potential to provide a very attractive cycling route 
from Waterbeach and the new town to north Cambridge encouraging very high levels 
of cycling. (ref 6.5.13).  Additionally, as suggested in the Greenways report, an 
upgrade to the existing route along the River Cam should be carried out.  
 
b. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd 
in Landbeach is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed 
cycle way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings 
over the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrians. This is not a practical 
option. A far better option is the use of single-stage crossing as recommended by 
IAN 195/16 section 2.4.5 and that the crossing should be in a straight-line and not 
staggered, as recommended by section 2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the 
connection between Cottenham and Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the 
journeys between the two villages are currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach 
parents of secondary school children forced to pick up children by car due to lack of 
alternatives. A cycle route would also encourage rail users from Cottenham and other 
villages west of Waterbeach to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
c. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to north-west Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option. 
 
d. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west 
of the river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be 
achieved. The communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use 
of the facilities in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen 
Ditton to reach them. 
 



e. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible 
by vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible. 
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with a sensible crossing over the A10 which 
encourages non-car use. 
 
2. Proposals for Waterbeach village 
 
a. The proposals for the changes to the existing village to mitigate potential 
increases in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how these proposals achieve the 
stated aim of reducing rat running. This has an impact on cyclists and pedestrians 
because the volume of traffic in the village at peak times is already a serious hazard. 
The main entrance to the primary school is already a victim of rat running to avoid 
congestion on the A10. The existence of an additional 6500 houses will exacerbate 
these problems considerably as people use the Horningsea route to avoid the A10. 
Substantive proposals for changes to the existing village to prevent rat-running and 
encourage walking and cycling should be put forward for consultation by the villagers 
and funding for the agreed changes committed to by the developer.  (sec. 6.5.8) 
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north.  This should be 
provided before first occupation. 
 
3. Proposals for the new town 
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted. 
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. 
The outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a 
wide traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design 
feature of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the 
opportunity. 
 
d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new 
development. This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The 
main parking for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some 
distance away (>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as 
they approach the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be 
possible. Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the 
development to ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and 
quicker are therefore encouraged. 



f. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible 
by pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not blocked off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
4. Timing of infrastructure improvements 
 
As much of the infrastructure outside the new town should be in place before the first 
occupation in order to encourage cycling and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling 
phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 before habits of driving become ingrained. 
Any infrastructure outside the new development which is in place before first 
occupation will greatly benefit current residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding 
area. High quality cycling infrastructure which can be used by the existing population 
will help to mitigate increasing traffic levels in the area. 
 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 
busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
In any case this is a terrible example and should serve as a warning for Waterbeach 
new town. 
 
5. Infrastructure Design 
 
The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway profiles and cross-sections 
inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling document. Junction designs should 
comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England. 
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks 
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come. 
 
Those who benefit most from good cycling infrastructure are the young, poor and 
those with unhealthy lifestyles. Good cycling infrastructure can also be used by users 
of mobility scooters which see increasing use as the population ages. Wheelchair 
users will also benefit.   The proliferation of electric bikes will see people travelling 
further by bike. Outside of the main residential areas horse-riders will also benefit 
from good road crossings and other infrastructure. 
 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 



However, until substantive improvements are made to these proposals will continue 
to object to them. 
 
61. Sarah Bearpark 
91, Cambridge Rd, Waterbeach, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9NJ 
 
Please see attachment for my objections and comments on this planning attachment. 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban &amp; Civic PLC 
Timing and Scope of the Planning Application 
 
1) I object to any decision being made on this application before the Local Plan 
is finalised.  There is no planning basis for a new town in this location unless the 
Local Plan is approved, therefore the application should be refused until the Local 
Plan process is complete. 
 
2) I object to the timing of this consultation and the fact the deadline for 
comment is before the A10 study outcomes are known.  Transport is one of the most 
important aspects of this development and yet we are expected to comment without 
knowing any plans for improving or upgrading the A10 or the railway line, or other 
potential public transport proposals. 
 
3) I object to this application being made without any details for the other land 
proposed for the new town being known.  The outline planning permission should be 
for the whole site, not just the Barracks land.  We do not know how many houses 
RLW are planning or what their transport/access plans are.  This application should 
be rejected and a joint application for the whole new town site sought so that 
residents can understand the total scale and impact of the proposed development. 
 
Scale and Density of New Development 
4) I object to the height of the proposed buildings which will be out of keeping 
with the rural nature of the area, be overbearing on the village of Waterbeach and, 
due to the flat nature of the surrounding land, visible for many miles. 
 
5) The proposed layout of the buildings on the site show mostly 4-6 storey 
apartment buildings.  If the new town is to go ahead it should be a place where 
people want to live because of high quality homes, great facilities and access to open 
spaces. There is research showing that people benefit from spending time in 
natural/green spaces. Looking at the plan, given the density of buildings, there does 
not seem to be much open space for people to enjoy a sunny day.  Spaces such as 
Jesus Green and Parkers Piece are well used in Cambridge.  Similar spaces should 
be provided in the new town, in addition to the proposed open land to the south of 
Denny Abbey, and the woodland area.  The runway park is very narrow at its 
southern end.  Where will families living in the southern area of the new town  be 
able to go to enjoy the outdoors without having to get in a car to travel? 
 
6) If secondary roads in the development are narrowed – to discourage car use 
and speeding-then more land could be freed up for public open spaces/parkland, and 
provide more space for trees. 
 
Neighbours 
 



7) I am concerned that the proposed new town will be sited adjacent to Amey 
Cespa.  We know that there are odour issues with Amey Cespa’s operation and a 
recent court case mentioned that the site has increased sickness rates on the nearby 
Business Park   
“There was a history of non-compliance at the site and there was a serious effect on 
human senses and it was persistent enough that it led to a widespread change in 
behaviour of those exposed to it.” 
“At a nearby business, staff complained of feeling sick, gagging and sore eyes and 
throats. Staff could not take regular outdoor breaks and sickness rates went up” 
(ref https://www.gov.uk/government/news/composting-site-operator-fined-50000-
after-breaching-its-permit) 
Transport 
 
8) As mentioned in point 2 above, currently no details of improvements to the 
transport infrastructure are known.  I must therefore base my comments on the 
development proceeding with the current road and rail arrangements.  A 
development of this scale will have a massive impact on all transport modes.   
 
a) Rail: Waterbeach currently has a rail station where trains are above capacity 
at peak times. Although I do not regularly commute by rail at peak times myself I 
have heard multiple stories of people not being able to get on trains due to 
overcrowding.  No development on the proposed new town site should be allowed 
until substantial improvements the rail capacity have been delivered. 
 
b) A10: The A10 is already heavily congested.  It is extremely difficult to pull out 
onto the road from the Car Dyke Junction, especially to go North.  The road cannot 
support the increase in traffic which a large development would produce.  Therefore 
the application should be rejected. 
 
c) Increased traffic through Waterbeach Village: The new town would inevitably 
lead to increased traffic through Waterbeach Village, most likely along the High St 
and then to the station or further through to Horningsea and beyond.  If the A10 
becomes more congested traffic may also rat-run along the High St and then down 
Car Dyke Road to re-join the A10 further south.  This will increase traffic past the 
main entrance to the primary school and through the village centre.  Currently there 
are no details provided for planned junction changes in the village.  Substantial 
changes to the road network in the village should be carried out to make the route 
less attractive to cars and give more priority to cycling and walking.  This will help 
make the village safer for all., but particularly for children accessing the school and 
for everyone, especially elderly people, who use the village shops and services. 
 
d) Parking at the station is currently a huge problem.  The current car park does 
not meet demand and so there are cars parked on verges around the station (often 
affecting traffic flow) and also down Station Road and other areas of the village, 
including around the village green.  This means it is difficult for local residents to park 
and access the village centre – a particular issue for residents of Chittering who 
cannot access the village by other means.  It also presents a hazard for families who 
wish to cycle to the primary school or local playgroups. 
 
e) Cycling: I support Waterbeach Cycling Campaign’s view of cycling and 
include their comments below 
 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient high quality cycling and walking 
infrastructure for the residents of the new town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and 
other communities in the District.  



• the plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 
• the development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed , 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
• reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
• improved physical and mental health 
• better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
• not polluting (air and noise) 
• provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
• provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their 
independence 
• walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than 
those occupied by vehicles 
The dis-benefits of car use include: 
• air pollution – a recent study suggests that particulate pollution will still be a 
major issue from electric vehicles due to particles from tyre wear and road dust 
• presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
• increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
• the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good 
cycling alternatives can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
• harm to wildlife 
• environmental pollution – the manufacturer and disposal of vehicles is 
extremely energy intensive, consumes vast resources and is results in environmental 
damage 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 
 
“One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.” 
 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
 
“The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 
cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 
 
The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport the application fails to do 
this and should be rejected on this basis.  
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
 



1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school 
 
a. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet 
Highways Agency standards for a path next to a 50 mph road (sec. 6.5.13). As a 
minimum the path needs to be separated from the road by a verge.  However, other 
routes to Milton and north Cambridge should be sought in addition to this proposal. 
Even with suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never 
provide an attractive route for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume 
and size of vehicles using the A10. The developer should work with the City Deal and 
County Council to find alternatives. On 9 March 2017 the City Deal and County 
Council approved funding for Greenways feasibility studies. In particular, a the 
feasibility of possible 'Greenway' from south Waterbeach to Milton Country Park 
should be examined. It should be considered whether or not the rowing lakes 
proposal comes forward. It has the potential to provide a very attractive cycling route 
from Waterbeach and the new town to north Cambridge encouraging very high levels 
of cycling. (ref 6.5.13).  Additionally, as suggested in the Greenways report, an 
upgrade to the existing route along the River Cam should be carried out.  
 
b. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd 
in Landbeach is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed 
cycle way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings 
over the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrians. This is not a practical 
option. A far better option is the use of single-stage crossing as recommended by 
IAN 195/16 
 
section 2.4.5 and that the crossing should be in a straight-line and not 
staggered, as recommended by section 2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the 
connection between Cottenham and Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the 
journeys between the two villages are currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach 
parents of secondary school children forced to pick up children by car due to lack of 
alternatives. A cycle route would also encourage rail users from Cottenham and other 
villages west of Waterbeach to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
c. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to north-west Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option. 
 
d. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west 
of the river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be 
achieved. The communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use 
of the facilities in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen 
Ditton to reach them. 
 
e. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible 
by vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible. 
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with a sensible crossing over the A10 which 
encourages non-car use. 
 



2. Proposals for Waterbeach village 
 
a. The proposals for the changes to the existing village to mitigate potential 
increases in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how these proposals achieve the 
stated aim of reducing rat running. This has an impact on cyclists and pedestrians 
because the volume of traffic in the village at peak times is already a serious hazard. 
The main entrance to the primary school is already a victim of rat running to avoid 
congestion on the A10. The existence of an additional 6500 houses will exacerbate 
these problems considerably as people use the Horningsea route to avoid the A10. 
Substantive proposals for changes to the existing village to prevent rat-running and 
encourage walking and cycling should be put forward for consultation by the villagers 
and funding for the agreed changes committed to by the developer.  (sec. 6.5.8) 
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north.  This should be 
provided before first occupation. 
 
3. Proposals for the new town 
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted. 
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. 
The outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a 
wide traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design 
feature of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the 
opportunity. 
 
d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new 
development. This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The 
main parking for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some 
distance away (>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as 
they approach the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be 
possible. Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the 
development to ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and 
quicker are therefore encouraged. 
 
f. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible 
by pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not blocked off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
4. Timing of infrastructure improvements 
 
As much of the infrastructure outside the new town should be in place before the first 
occupation in order to encourage cycling and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling 



phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 before habits of driving become ingrained. 
Any infrastructure outside the new development which is in place before first 
occupation will greatly benefit current residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding 
area. High quality cycling infrastructure which can be used by the existing population 
will help to mitigate increasing traffic levels in the area. 
 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 
busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
In any case this is a terrible example and should serve as a warning for Waterbeach 
new town. 
 
5. Infrastructure Design 
 
The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway profiles and cross-sections 
inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling document. Junction designs should 
comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England. 
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks 
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come. 
 
Those who benefit most from good cycling infrastructure are the young, poor and 
those with unhealthy lifestyles. Good cycling infrastructure can also be used by users 
of mobility scooters which see increasing use as the population ages. Wheelchair 
users will also benefit.   The proliferation of electric bikes will see people travelling 
further by bike. Outside of the main residential areas horse-riders will also benefit 
from good road crossings and other infrastructure. 
 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 
However, until substantive improvements are made to these proposals will continue 
to object to them. 
 
62. Jonathon Taylor  
21 CB25 9JU 
 
Comments on and objections to S/0559/17/OL    
Jonathan Taylor  



06 April 2017 
 
In the areas identified below, this planning application exacerbates current problems 
with infrastructure in Waterbeach rather than creating a more sustainable community 
by addressing existing problems and improving our community.   
Railway Station. 
 
The current problem is that at peak times (including both commuting and leisure 
times) the Cambridge bound trains arriving and leaving the existing Waterbeach 
Station are often so full that ticket holders cannot get onto the trains and some 
become ill due to the cramped conditions.  These dangerous passenger levels are 
going to increase due to the approved developments currently being constructed 
along Bannold Road. 
 
The applicant plans to provide a shuttle bus for occupants in the phase 1 
development to use the existing Waterbeach Station.  I understand that it is currently 
estimated that longer trains will be provided from December 2018.  I believe it is 
imperative that none of the phase 1 proposed dwellings be occupied until the longer 
trains are provided, thereby preventing a dangerous situation from deteriorating 
further.  Perhaps a Grampian Planning Condition could be used. 
 
The applicant’s estimate of the number of rail passengers from their dwellings seems 
surprisingly low considering that many more train commuters are being attracted to 
Waterbeach and the station is likely to be used as a selling point by developers.  I 
believe that more realistic estimates of the likely number of rail passengers are 
needed to determine how many new inhabitants can be permitted prior to completion 
of a new railway station.  Perhaps a Grampian condition would also be appropriate in 
this instance. 
 
Sewerage Treatment. 
 
There have been problems with raw sewerage leaks in properties at times of flooding 
in Waterbeach.  The approved developments currently being constructed along 
Bannold Road will put additional pressure on the Waterbeach Water Recycling 
Centre (WRC).   
 
The applicant proposes to use the existing Waterbeach WRC for up to 570 dwellings 
and is still considering options for the addressing the capacity needs for the 
remainder of their dwellings.  They estimate that a new WRC will be online for 2019-
2020.  I believe that a robust futureproof plan needs to be in place before 
commencing construction of the proposed new dwellings, otherwise they cannot be 
considered sustainable.   
 
Road traffic. 
 
Developments currently being constructed on Bannold Road will lead to greatly 
increased traffic in Waterbeach and will overload various junctions.  It is important 
that the impact of these develops be fully mitigated prior to imposing additional traffic 
from a phase 1 development by the applicant. 
The A10 Corridor Study has been commissioned because of the unsustainable levels 
of traffic on the existing A10 road.  The applicant estimates that their phase 1 
transport measures can support 1600 units.  I do not believe that this is realistic and 
believe that phase 1 (prior to improvements of the A10 and a new railway station) of 
the development will lead to significant increases in traffic through Waterbeach 
village and on the A10, and it is inadequate for the applicant’s approach to be that 



they plan to monitor these impacts rather than recognise them in advance and 
properly plan for them. 
 
The entire planned development of 6500 houses is not sustainable until realistic 
alternatives to car use have been correctly designed , properly scrutinised, funded 
and committed to. 
 
Cycle networks. 
 
The existing cycle path along the A10 is inadequate and dangerous.  The Council’s 
Greenways Report recommends that an improved cycle route along the A10 should 
be segregated from the traffic.  I welcome the applicant’s proposal to improve this 
cycle path but they do not take into account the findings of the Greenways Report or 
comply with Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England in their provisions for 
cyclists at their new junctions and crossings.   
 
A route through the proposed Rowing Lakes land would be safer, healthier and 
provide a route that could continue to be used no matter what works are carried out 
in the future along the existing A10.  It should be ensured that the Council’s own 
Greenways Report, the applicant’s plans and the Rowing Lake plans are coordinated 
rather than be contradictory. 
 
63. Dr J Southall 
9 CB25 9NP 
 
While not opposed to the development it is absolutely essential that the following 
issues are addressed:  
 
1. Required infrastructure upgrades (e.g. to A10) are made ahead of or in parallel 
with the development.  
 
 2. That explicit legal guarantees are in place to ensure the developer(s) follow 
through on their commitments to infrastructure upgrades.  
 
 3. That this application is considered together with adjacent applications (RLW) so 
that effective strategic decisions can be made.  
 
4. That the essential character of the existing village of Waterbeach is preserved and 
not subsumed by the new development(s). 
 
5. That effective provision is made for users of the current Waterbeach rail station 
and that they are not disadvantaged by any new location for the rail station.  
 
6. That the village of Waterbeach is effectively shielded from construction traffic and 
any 'rat running' during infrastructure development. 
 
64. Michael Redmond  
1a, Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, CB25 9PX 
 
While welcoming improved cycling and transport links to Cambridge and elsewhere I 
am disappointed by the poor quality of provision proposed.  Any path alongside the 
A10 should be suitably separated from it - the existing path does nothing to 
encourage cycling.  I urge that these links are developed before any properties are 
occupied, so that "good habits" can be encouraged from the outset. 
 



65. Ms Martha Taylor 
21, High Street, Waterbeach, CB25 9JU 
 
I am concerned that the transport links, particularly the sustainable transport links, 
have not been adequately addressed under the current proposals. 
 
Railway Station. 
At peak times (including both commuting and leisure times) the Cambridge bound 
trains arriving and leaving the existing Waterbeach Station are often so full that ticket 
holders cannot get onto the trains. I have seen incidences of school children on their 
way to school not being able to board the train, and having to wait to board one after 
9am, presumably then arriving to their school a long time after the start of school. I 
have even seen people not be able to board on a Saturday.  The over-crowding is 
already set to worsen as the developments along Bannold road are completed.  
 
The applicant plans to provide a shuttle bus for occupants in the phase 1 
development to use the existing Waterbeach Station.  I understand that it is currently 
estimated that longer trains will be provided from December 2018.  I believe it is 
imperative that none of the phase 1 proposed dwellings be occupied until the longer 
trains are provided. 
 
The applicant’s estimate of the number of rail passengers from their dwellings seems 
surprisingly low considering that many more train commuters are being attracted to 
Waterbeach and the station is likely to be used as a selling point by developers.  I 
believe that more realistic estimates of the likely number of rail passengers are 
needed to determine how many new inhabitants can be permitted prior to completion 
of a new railway station.   
 
Cycle provision 
 
The existing cycle path along the A10 is inadequate and dangerous.  The Council’s 
Greenways Report recommends that an improved cycle route along the A10 should 
be segregated from the traffic.  I welcome the applicant’s proposal to improve this 
cycle path but they do not take into account the findings of the Greenways Report or 
comply with Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England in their provisions for 
cyclists at their new junctions and crossings.   
A route through the proposed Rowing Lakes land would be safer, healthier and 
provide a route that could continue to be used no matter what works are carried out 
in the future along the existing A10.  It should be ensured that the Council’s own 
Greenways Report, the applicant’s plans and the Rowing Lake plans are coordinated 
rather than be contradictory. 
 
Sewerage Treatment. 
 
There have been problems with raw sewerage leaks in properties at times of flooding 
in Waterbeach.  The approved developments currently being constructed along 
Bannold Road will put additional pressure on the Waterbeach Water Recycling 
Centre (WRC).   
The applicant proposes to use the existing Waterbeach WRC for up to 570 dwellings 
and is still considering options for the addressing the capacity needs for the 
remainder of their dwellings.  They estimate that a new WRC will be online for 2019-
2020.  I believe that a robust futureproof plan needs to be in place before 
commencing construction of the proposed new dwellings, otherwise they cannot be 
considered sustainable.   
 



66. Michael Merry  
36 PROVIDENCE WAY, WATERBEACH CAMBRIDGE, CAMBRIDGE, CB25 9QJ 
 
Having lived in Waterbeach for 30 years and travelled to and from Cambridge to work 
i have seen the increase in traffic using the A10 and surrounding villages.I can see 
no way of improving the already inadequate road network to cope with the extra 
traffic volume that will be created by 6500 homes and additional businessess.Rail 
and bus routes will not be the answer and feel that this area just cannot cope with 
such a huge number of new homes. 
 
67. Sean Dixon 
 
This development can not be supported with the existing transport links, particularly 
the local roads.  The additional traffic will be detrimental to the local area.  The A10 
already struggles to handle the volume of traffic into Cambridge from Waterbeach, 
Ely and further North. The development must be conditional upon the commitment to 
road infrastructure improvements to completely mitigate against the addition of so 
much vehicular traffic.  
 
Of particular concern to me is the volume of traffic that travels through Horningsea 
from Waterbeach and the A10 already to both avoid the Milton interchange with the 
A14 and as an alternate route to the East of Cambridge.  This traffic through 
Horningsea will increase due to this development and produce both safety and 
environmental concerns. 
 
68. Martin Wiseman  
25 Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9PX 
 
Martin Wiseman, 25 Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9PX 
I wish to object to the planning application S/0559/17/OL on the following grounds: 
 
Major objection: Lack of firm proposals for the A10 
 
The application had no firm proposal for improving the A10 between Waterbeach and 
the A14, making only a vague reference to there being a need for something to be 
done. The A10 is already at breaking point with southbound stationary traffic past the 
Car Dyke Road junction at peak times in the morning at least 3 days a week over the 
winter months. The application should be rejected until the A10 Transport Corridor 
Study is completed and then should be resubmitted with concrete proposals for how 
the A10 will be improved to cope with the inevitable increase in road traffic which will 
result. There must also be a commitment to timescales with the improvements to the 
A10 synchronised with, or in advance or, the construction of new housing – it would 
not be acceptable for the houses to be built now and the improvements to the A10 to 
come ‘later’. 
 
Major objection: Segregation of the existing village and the new development 
The proposals do not include any vehicular access between the existing village and 
the new development other than via the A10. 
 
Whilst I would very much like to have seen the two completely segregated, that 
would only have been realistic if a spacing of at least 1 mile could be maintained 
between the two. As this is not plausible, then I believe the two must be tightly 
integrated to avoid the existing village becoming marginalised in the future. 
My concern is that services and businesses will naturally tend to develop in and/or 
migrate to the area with the highest population density. In years to come I fully expect 



that local shops and services (such as the post office and the railway station) will 
move to the new development and it is not right that those of us in the old village 
should be cut off from them. 
 
Whilst there is provision for foot and cycle traffic, this is not sufficient. There needs to 
be a direct route for cars as well without having to go via the A10. 
Lack of access between the existing station site and the proposed new station site 
Although not directly part of the current proposal, it does refer to relocation of the 
railway station from the existing village to the new development at some point in the 
future. As a rail user who has chosen to buy a house close to the railway station I am 
obviously not happy about this and I would like to see provisions included to minimise 
the inconvenience to those of us who live close to and use the present railway 
station. 
 
There are two things I think are needed: 
 
Direct foot and cycle access alongside the railway between the existing station site 
and the new station (the shortest possible distance) would help to keep the journey 
time realistic as a daily commute (and hence minimise the inconvenience). 
As mentioned above, good, direct, vehicular access between the existing village 
centre and the new railways station is also essential as a minimum. 
 
Height of the proposed development 
 
The proposal is for building to a height of 4 stories over most of the development and 
6 stories over a significant proportion of the development. This is completely out of 
keeping with the existing village and seems inappropriate in a substantially flat part of 
the country. 
 
If the application includes a detailed breakdown of the types of housing proposed 
then I have not yet found it. Whilst 4 stories might imply town houses, the vast areas 
of 6 stories can only be flats, which suggests an unpleasantly high density 
development which is substantially out of character with the existing village and 
surrounding area. 
 
To remain in character with the existing village and avoid changing the tone of the 
neighbourhood for the worse, I would much prefer to see a more balanced 
development with a greater proportion of detached and semidetached family homes. 
It may be that not all of the dwellings within the 6 storey area are planned to actually 
be that high however at present there appears to be no limits. I would like to see 
some firm limits put on how much of each area will actually be as high as proposed. 
The development is overly dependent on the A10 and the only significant road 
access. 
 
The plan makes no provision for access other than via the A10 and in particular 
contains no proposal to develop the existing access to the east via Horningsea. To 
have such a major town with only a single access road seems short sighted. I would 
like to see provision to develop alternative routes so that a problem such as a single 
traffic accident on the A10 doesn’t completely cut off the village/town as is the case 
with a town such as Bar Hill. 
 
69. Mrs Laurice Suess  
The Stables, High Ditch Road, Fen Ditton, CB5 8TE 
 



The Monitor and Manage adaptive strategy proposed is all very well but, current 
pressure to build houses being what it is, it seems unlikely that the building would be 
slowed at all if the increased traffic through surrounding villages proved worse than 
expected. I think the planned infrastructure improvements should be brought forward 
in the programme; also that a detailed baseline assessment of traffic levels should be 
made before any work is started. 
 
70. Mr David J Craig 
Denny Croft,, Ely Road, Waterbeach,, Cambridge, CB25 9PQ 
 
I wish to object to the granting of permission for the above application as I consider 
the application to be premature. 
 
I have been out of the country since the end of February and did not find out about 
the application until Thursday 6th April.  I managed to obtain a copy of the document 
supplied by Urban and Civic on Friday and with your permission will send my detailed 
comments by the end of the week. 
 
71. Michael Richmond 
1a, Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, CB25 9PX 
 
I object to the presumption in some documents that development will occur on the 
adjacent farmland.  This application should succeed or fail on its own merits, without 
relying on other as-yet unapproved developments to support its case.  I think there is 
much greater merit in developing on this brownfield site than on the adjacent 
farmland. 
 
72. Miss M Christensen 
17, Priory Road, Horningsea, South Cambs, CB25 9JL 
 
My Main concern and objection is the the severe lack in infrastructure to 
accommodate the increase in transport to and from the Barracks site through the 
village Horningsea and beyond. With planning application varying in either believing 
that there will be no increase in transportation traffic through Horningsea or a mere 
1% is ridiculously unrealistic and implausible. Essentially there needs to be realistic 
proposals and improvements being made even before the site is developed, and 
even more so once it is being developed and built! 
 
73. Richard Sloan 
2, Bannold Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9LQ 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 
Introduction 
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). I object on the following grounds: 
 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient high quality cycling and walking 
infrastructure for the residents of the new town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and 
other communities in the District.  
• the plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 



• the development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed , 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
• reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
• improved physical and mental health 
• better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
• not polluting (air and noise) 
• provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
• provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their 
independence 
• walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than 
those occupied by vehicles 
The dis-benefits of car use include: 
• air pollution – a recent study suggests that particulate pollution will still be a 
major issue from electric vehicles due to particles from tyre wear and road dust 
• presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
• increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
• the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good 
cycling alternatives can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
• harm to wildlife 
• environmental pollution – the manufacturer and disposal of vehicles is 
extremely energy intensive, consumes vast resources and is results in environmental 
damage 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 
“One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.” 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
“The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 
cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 
The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport the application fails to do 
this and should be rejected on this basis.  
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
 
1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school 
 
a. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet 
Highways Agency standards for a path next to a 50 mph road (sec. 6.5.13). As a 
minimum the path needs to be separated from the road by a verge.  However, other 



routes to Milton and north Cambridge should be sought in addition to this proposal. 
Even with suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never 
provide an attractive route for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume 
and size of vehicles using the A10. The developer should work with the City Deal and 
County Council to find alternatives. On 9 March 2017 the City Deal and County 
Council approved funding for Greenways feasibility studies. In particular, a the 
feasibility of possible 'Greenway' from south Waterbeach to Milton Country Park 
should be examined. It should be considered whether or not the rowing lakes 
proposal comes forward. It has the potential to provide a very attractive cycling route 
from Waterbeach and the new town to north Cambridge encouraging very high levels 
of cycling. (ref 6.5.13).  Additionally, as suggested in the Greenways report, an 
upgrade to the existing route along the River Cam should be carried out.  
 
b. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd 
in Landbeach is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed 
cycle way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings 
over the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrians. This is not a practical 
option. A far better option is the use of single-stage crossing as recommended by 
IAN 195/16 
section 2.4.5 and that the crossing should be in a straight-line and not 
staggered, as recommended by section 2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the 
connection between Cottenham and Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the 
journeys between the two villages are currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach 
parents of secondary school children forced to pick up children by car due to lack of 
alternatives. A cycle route would also encourage rail users from Cottenham and other 
villages west of Waterbeach to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
c. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to north-west Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option. 
 
d. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west 
of the river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be 
achieved. The communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use 
of the facilities in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen 
Ditton to reach them. 
 
e. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible 
by vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible. 
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with a sensible crossing over the A10 which 
encourages non-car use. 
 
2. Proposals for Waterbeach village 
 
a. The proposals for the changes to the existing village to mitigate potential 
increases in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how these proposals achieve the 
stated aim of reducing rat running. This has an impact on cyclists and pedestrians 
because the volume of traffic in the village at peak times is already a serious hazard. 
The main entrance to the primary school is already a victim of rat running to avoid 



congestion on the A10. The existence of an additional 6500 houses will exacerbate 
these problems considerably as people use the Horningsea route to avoid the A10. 
Substantive proposals for changes to the existing village to prevent rat-running and 
encourage walking and cycling should be put forward for consultation by the villagers 
and funding for the agreed changes committed to by the developer.  (sec. 6.5.8) 
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north. 
 
3. Proposals for the new town 
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted. 
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. 
The outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a 
wide traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design 
feature of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the 
opportunity. 
 
d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new 
development. This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The 
main parking for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some 
distance away (>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as 
they approach the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be 
possible. Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the 
development to ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and 
quicker are therefore encouraged. 
 
f. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible 
by pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not blocked off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
4. Timing of infrastructure improvements 
 
As much of the infrastructure outside the new town should be in place before the first 
occupation in order to encourage cycling and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling 
phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 before habits of driving become ingrained. 
Any infrastructure outside the new development which is in place before first 
occupation will greatly benefit current residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding 
area. High quality cycling infrastructure which can be used by the existing population 
will help to mitigate increasing traffic levels in the area. 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 



busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
In any case this is a terrible example and should serve as a warning for Waterbeach 
new town. 
 
5. Infrastructure Design 
 
The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway profiles and cross-sections 
inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling document. Junction designs should 
comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England. 
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks 
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come. 
Those who benefit most from good cycling infrastructure are the young, poor and 
those with unhealthy lifestyles. Good cycling infrastructure can also be used by users 
of mobility scooters which see increasing use as the population ages. Wheelchair 
users will also benefit.   The proliferation of electric bikes will see people travelling 
further by bike. Outside of the main residential areas horse-riders will also benefit 
from good road crossings and other infrastructure. 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 
However, until substantive improvements are made to these proposals will continue 
to object to them. 
 
74. Ms D Mickler 
87, Cambridge Road, Waterbeach, CAMBS, CB25 9NJ 
 
I am writing to object to the aforementioned Outline Planning Application. The 
infrastructure to support a development of this size is not in place. The roads in and 
around Waterbeach cannot take any more traffic, in particular traffic on the A10 
north- and southbound during peak times is stationery or crawling past Waterbeach 
on most working days, with drivers rat racing through Waterbeach and Horningsea to 
reach the A14 via different routes. I am extremely concerned about the increase in 
noise and emissions 10 000+ cars per day will bring. Car sharing is a nice idea, but 
will not work in a well-to-do community who simply does not need to car share. The 
capacity of spaces on trains departing to Cambridge/London from Waterbeach is also 
completely exhausted and at peak times (and sometimes Saturdays!) it is often 
impossible to even get onto the train! There are not sufficient car parking spaces at 
the station either. 
 



Cycling routes in and around Waterbeach are wholly inappropriate. Cycling down the 
A10 on the far too narrow path at night is extremely dangerous and even during the 
day can be challenging. I do not dare to let our teenage children cycle to Milton from 
Waterbeach for fear of them having an accident even though they could so easily 
ride that distance to visit friends. I am now a member of the Waterbeach Cycling 
Campaign group because I feel that the lack of cycle paths needs to be urgently 
addressed before any further developments can take place, be it 6 or 6000 houses, 
and I fully support the objection submitted in parallel by the Waterbeach Cycling 
Campaign group.  
 
75. Dr Peter J Campbell 
87, Cambridge Rd, Waterbeach, Campbridgeshire, CB25 9NJ 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). 
I object on the grounds that: 
• Both roads leading from Waterbeach to Cambridge - the A10 and Clayhithe 
Rd – are already heavily congested at peak times. Adding the traffic from 6500 new 
homes will make journeys out of the village extremely difficult and have a material 
negative impact on existing residents. The plans for the development do not make a 
credible case for reducing journeys by car from the new development. 
• Residents in the new development will drive through the village, either to get 
to the train station or to try avoiding the A10, which will cause more pollution, noise 
and greater risk to pedestrians in the village. 
 
76. Mr Knightbridge 
1, CB25 9LZ 
 
After attending local planning events and reviewing documents online I wish to make 
the below comments, not to the principal of the development but to a number of 
aspects of it. 
 
-Building heights - The proposal for building heights of up to 30m and 8 stories far 
exceeds current proportions in Waterbeach and the surrounding towns and villages. 
This will have an adverse and overbearing impact on the character of the town.  
-Healthcare - The application does not give sufficient detail on new or improved 
healthcare facilities considering the pressures on existing facilities in the village. It is 
believed that extra strain on this facility would have serious consequences and the 
feasibility of expanding current facilities has not been thoroughly explored or 
explained . 
 
-Transport - Although additional transport provision has been detailed in this first 
phase it is felt that this does not reflect the true transport requirements of the village. 
The village, and thus town, is commuter-dominated and this development will bring 
strain on a rail and road network under stress already. Roads through the village and 
towards Horningsea are not planned to be improved and from personal experience, it 
is felt that this presents a risk to pedestrian and cyclist safety, as roads were not 
designed for this level of traffic. The trains and A10 road are currently crowded at 
peak times and this initial phase does not sufficiently address these issues.  
 



-Although the focus of this application is to the north of the site, due to the differences 
in character between the 'new' and 'old' components of the town separation is 
needed between the two, and character retained on the barracks. This is to maintain 
the valuable cultural heritage and maintain the present identity of the village rather 
than becoming a suburb of the new town. 
 
77. Adrian Wain 
41 Station Road, Waterbeach, CB25 9HT 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Please see the attached document for my comments of concern on the potential 
removal of on-street parking on Station Road to accommodate increased traffic from 
the new town. I feel that such an action would be detrimental to the safety, health and 
way of life of Station Road residents and also for village residents walking to and 
from the train station. 
 
I also include within the attached, a proposal that as a resident of Station Road, I feel 
presents a solution. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
Adrian Wain 
 
Regarding planning application Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
As a resident of Waterbeach we welcome the development of the new town. 
However, there is one area that if mismanaged would materially impact the safety, 
health and way of life for residents of Station Road. 
Our concern is that, as shown on page 24 of the document Your guide to the Outline 
Planning Application* provided to residents by Urban and Civic, it shows that there 
will be an “On-street parking review”. Our comments are based on an assumption 
that this may mean the removal of on-street parking on Station Road. We feel that 
such an outcome would be detrimental to residents of Station Road and users of the 
train station for the following reason. 
1. Safety: On-street parking on Station Road creates a diverse roadscape. This 
reduces speed and controls traffic volumes through this narrow residential area. The 
removal of on street parking would increase risk in the following ways: 
a. Risk of vehicle and vehicle collision: Two way traffic at a higher speed 
through a narrow area would increase the risk of a head on head collision between 
vehicles. 
b. Risk of vehicle and building collision: A collision, combined with the lack of 
any buffer zone between the road and buildings, would increase the risk of a vehicle 
colliding with a building. 
c. Risk of vehicle and pedestrian collision: Owing to the high volumes of 
pedestrians walking along thin pavements between the village and the rail station, 
two way traffic at a higher speed would increase the risk of a vehicle colliding with a 
pedestrian. 
2. Health: On-street parking on Station Road creates a diverse roadscape. This 
restricts speed and controls traffic volumes through this narrow residential area. The 
removal of on street parking would negatively impact health in the following ways: 



a. Noise pollution: Higher traffic volumes at higher speeds would increase noise 
pollution for residents, whose properties are very close to the road without any sound 
damping vegetation. 
b. Air pollution: Higher volumes of traffic would increase air pollution for 
residents, whose properties are very close to the road without pollution absorbing 
vegetation. 
c. Anxiety: Higher traffic volumes at higher speeds would increase anxiety for 
residents concerned about (1) this increased safety risks listed above and (2) the 
dominance of road traffic within this narrow residential area. 
 
3. Way of life: On-street parking on Station Roads provides a number of 
services for residents. The removal of on-street parking would negatively impact the 
way of life in the following ways: 
a. Identity: On-street parking reinforces the identity of Station Road as a calm, 
quiet residential neighbourhood with lots of history. Removal of on-street parking 
would undermine this identity as Station Road would be degraded to an arterial route.  
b. Amenity: On-street parking provides residents of Station Road with a place to 
safely leave their bins for collection by the council and for deliveries to be made. 
Removal of on-street parking would severely impact such services. 
c. Practicality: On-street parking for residents, adjacent to their properties, 
enables essential vehicle journeys such as to the doctors and stores to be made 
easily. As a resident with plans for starting a family in the near future, this practicality 
is very important. 
We are aware that whilst the existing station remains in place, that shuttle buses are 
proposed to transport residents to and from the new town. We feel that this proposal 
can be facilitated by restricting on-street parking to residents of Station Road only. 
This would allow for a slight reduction of on street parking capacity whilst increasing 
waiting space for alternating flows of traffic. We have represented this in the diagram 
below: 
  

 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
Adrian Wain and Tess Appleby 



78. Gary Dew 
3, Abbots Way, Horningsea, CB25 9JN 
 
I feel that the infrastructure, roads and other transport, needs to be in place before 
the development starts.Unless this is done there will be a large impact on villages 
such as Horningsea and Fen Ditton due to the additional traffic generated. Also the 
height of some of the blocks is excessive and not in keeping with a rural setting 
 
79. Dr Frankie Williams 
1 Coulson Close, off Butt Lane, Milton, Cambridge, CB24 6ZE 
 
I write to express concern about the impact of the proposed Waterbeach 
development on the A10 road at the junction with Butt Lane, Milton near the Milton 
Park and Ride, from the point of view of pollution and noise.  What acoustic 
improvements on the bund and emissions monitoring are planned? 
 
80. B.J Macdonald-Milne 
39 Way Lane, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9NQ  
 
1. Is there provision for a place of worship anywhere? 
2. How will the future of the Garden of Remeberance near the runway be assured 
and safeguarded? 
3. If Waterbeach station is moved, how will adequate parking be provided, at a 
reasonable cost? 
4. Will commuters to North Cambridge be able to get the train from Waterbeach to 
the new station there, and then use guided bus or bicycle if necessary or desired? 
5. The proposed building shown on the cover of the outline planning application from 
Urban & civic show largel unattractive box-like structures instead of the variety of 
styles at Cambourne.  
6. The special wooded surroundings of the lake have not been preserved in the 
proposals and high lakeside buildings dominate instead. 
  
81. Dick Newell  
 
 I tried sending this to newcommunities@scambs.gov.uk, but it bounced - please 
could you forwards this to them. I had earlier tried to contact Rob Mungovan, but I 
now understand that he is leaving. 
 
I attended the consultation at St Johns church hall on 23rd March, and was given a 
form titled "Planning Comments" and the people there said I should email you. 
 
I am with an organisation called Action for Swifts which focuses on trying to halt the 
4% per annum decline in the Swift population. Part of this is to encourage the 
incorporation of Swift nest boxes in new houses. 
 
I have just had a 40 page brochure drop through my letterbox about the proposed 
development of Waterbeach Barracks and Airfield with up to 6,500 dwellings. 
 
I could not find anything in the proposal about biodiversity requirements, though there 
is some stuff about green spaces. Sounds to me like an opportunity for at least 6,500 
swift boxes - but there is nothing in the document that might cover this kind of 
requirement, let alone bats, house sparrows, starlings and other cavity-nesting 
species.  
 

mailto:newcommunities@scambs.gov.uk


There are now low cost (~£15) solutions perfectly tailored for this sort of situation, 
the Manthorpe Swift brick and the CJ Wildlife Cambridge System Swift brick. We 
have worked with major building firms and nest box manufacturers to help bring 
these products to market. 
 
So the purpose of this email is to lobby for the inclusion of Swift nest boxes in the 
newly developed houses in Waterbeach. Our motivation is solely to help Swifts, we 
have no commercial interest in these products. 
 
I live in Landbeach, next to Waterbeach and would be happy to advise on anything 
that might be proposed. 
  
82. Katie Lucas 
1B Lode Avenue, Waterbeach, Cambs, CB25 9PX 
 
I am writing to object to several aspects of the current plan to expand Waterbeach. 
 
Objection – on the ground that the railway station should not be moved. 
 
I object ot the current plan since it is predicted on moving the railway station 
depriving the existing village amenity. I believe this represents a violation in psirit of 
the local planning policy TR/1 since while it increases public transport availability for 
the development in question, it decreases it for toher people.  
 
U&C and RLW have made representations that there would be “access” t the new 
station for villagers and when pressed on this issue, that arrangements would be 
made for disabled and older people in the village who cannnot walk long distances to 
access public transport.  
 
However none of these plans have been listed in the application and therefore are 
non-binding.  
 
The transport plan should be expanded to commit the develops to it, if/when the 
station is moved ensuring that the existing public transport access is not reduced and 
it’s accessibility to older and disabled people is not reduced. 
 
Objection – on the grounds of the planned developments height and architectural 
relationship to the area. 
 
The height and density of the proposed development is out of character with the 
area. 
 
The development as visualised; 
 

 Contains tall development over three stories. Whereas: Cambridgeshire is a 
low lying area of slowly developed communities. Much of the building is of two 
storey domestic dwellings which do not dominate a landscape with long lines-
of-sight. 

 Contains rows of terraed “townhouse” constructions. Whereas: 
Cambridgeshire buildings exhibit variety in both design and in-plot placement 
having been constructed through several centuries. 

 
Objection – on the grounds of green buffers having laready been built on. 

http://www.manthorpe.co.uk/Building/Products/Conservation/Swift-Nest-Brick.html
http://actionforswifts.blogspot.co.uk/2017/01/cj-commercialises-cambridge-swift-box.html


The proposed green buffers around older development have been built on in the 
intervening time period. “Blame” for this has been passed between departments and 
inspectors. But “blame” is not important. The green spaces are important.  
 
The development should be amended to include more green spaces to replace thoe 
lost. 
 
Objection – On the phasing of the development not supporting existing buisnesses & 
communities 
 
The (unwritten but presented verbally) plan for development is to begin in isolated 
areas away from the existing village. Waterbeach, while supporting some 
development of the barracks land, was supporting such development on the basis 
that the dwellings so constructed woyld be supportive of village businesses and 
servicdes and assure their future. 
 
I believe that the development should grow outwards from the existing village. This 
will encourage residents of the new housing to use the shops, services and pubs in 
the existing village. It will increase attached between the new development an the 
existing village create a single unified community. 
 
Without this, there is a rish thatr the shops, pubs, services within the existing village 
will be lost, depriving it of those facilities – which will not necessarily be recreated in 
character, amentiy, accessibili6yt or immediacy in the new development.  
 
Objection – On the grounds that A10 development should not be relied on. 
 
The A10 is already at capacity. The A10 represents the only realistic transport option 
for the development. The railway line is at capacity and there are no realistic plans 
for large scale improvements. The only other road is narrow (a single lane in places), 
residential-fronted, contains several serious blind sport deficiencies and is used by 
heavy farm machinery to access their fields – and is very poorly maintained.  
 
There is therefore no realisitc way to add transport capacity in large volumes with 
existing structures. 
 
There should be no development which would add to traffic in the area until its 
upgrade is completed. 
 
The current A10 corridor project is underway and its report is not due for some time. 
 
It is far from clear that the report will result in a plan to upgrade the A10. It is far from 
clear that such a plan would be funded, would pass planning, could get necessary 
approval, buy needed land, overcome legal challenges and eventually actually be 
constructed. 
 
Until ALL of those steps are completed development in the A10 corridor of this scale 
should not be progressed.  
 
It is not sufficient to predicate this development on the returning of the report – as 
even if it recommends a plan for improving the A10, that is a long way from actually 
having the A10 improved. 
 
The plan should require that A10 improvements must be complete – the roadway 
actually in place – before development can begin.  



 
Objection – The size of the development 
 
Waterbeach has expressed support for a smaller development of several thousand 
houses on the groundss that this would support the local services and businesses 
and ensure their survivial.  
 
It seems that is a reasonable thing to expect a village to contribute to the local plan’s 
need to produce sites for housing and can be done without undue stress on the wider 
area services. 
 
A plan of around 500% - 600% of the size which would be accepted is clearly going 
to produce objections, protests, ill feeling and ultimately difficultyt in integrating 
communities  
 
83. Michael Bavester 
11,Pieces Lane, Waterbeach, Cambs, CB25 9NF 
 
I hope this is correct place to show much I oppose the building of a Newtown at 
Water beach barracks, I don't believe that's buildings between 2-8 storys could be 
built in a small rural village on the edge of the fens where. nothing is munched higher 
than a normal house, the lack of infrastructure causes a massive concern with the 
problems on the A10 part dualing is not the answer,with every house built its an 
average of about 2 cars on the road which will add to the existing traffic problems,a 
Newtown would not benefit the village what so ever, it would not bring jobs into the 
village all the extra cars parked around the village would make it near impossible for 
villagers or tradespeople. To park, also the lack of affordable housing is a a problem 
along with extra pollution etc  
 
84. Judy & Andrew Stevens 
51 High Street, Landbeach, CB25 9FR. 
 
Whilst we do not oppose' some' development of the old Waterbeach Barracks and 
Airfield site, we feel that the outline application from Urban and Civic is premature.  
This should be considered in conjunction with the application by RLW, once the A10 
Transport Corridor Study is published. 
  
Our current objections are:- 
 
Site specific 
 
8 storey buildings will be detrimental to the fenland landscape and in particular 
Denny Abbey. 
 
We need to know more of the 'effective parking solutions' for the whole site. 
We consider a new town should have its own public house, medical and religious 
facilities. 
 
Schools should be built prior to occupation of any properties. 
 
Transport 
 
As Landbeach residents we strongly object to the transport proposals, which we only 
found out about as a result of visiting the consultation event at St John's Church Hall 
on 29th March. 



Urban and Civic have failed to communicate or discuss their proposals with local 
residents as promised. 
 
£12-15m is a totally inadequate contribution towards the transport infrastructure. 
Whilst the developers wish house purchasers to use public transport or cycleways, 
this is not possible for disabled people with blue badges. 
 
The Park and Ride proposed through Landbeach is unacceptable for such a small 
village, already clogged up with parked cars. 
 
The A10 Goose Farm junction would appear exceptionally dangerous on an already 
overcrowded road. 
 
'Gating of Landbeach Road during peak periods to allow bus priority(4)' is denying 
residents direct access to Milton school, doctors surgery, post office and will affect 
the two nursery schools in the village and the farming community. 
  
We consider tomorrow's closing date for objections to this outline application is 
grossly unfair as the A10 transport study is unavailable.  However, we trust our 
comments will be considered. 
 
85. Kerri Gardiner 
13 Spurgeons Avenue, Waterbeach, Cambridge CB25 9NU 
 
Comments on the outline planning application (S/0559/17/OL) submitted via email 
due to technical difficulties with the website 
  
This application should not continue or be considered further without much much 
more concrete information on transport infrastructure.   
The roads, train services and cycle paths are not sufficient to cope with existing 
volume and will not cope with even a small increase, let alone the huge increase 
which will undoubtedly follow should the proposed development go ahead.  The 
figures provided in the outline document (e.g such a large number of car shares) 
didn't make sense to me. 
  
The plan for the cycle path seems to show that cyclists from Waterbeach into 
Cambridge would be required to cycle a longer distance than currently - and to cross 
the A10 to do so.  This isn't feasible.  The plan refers to a wider cycle path along the 
A10 however provide no detail as to where along the A10 and for what distance.  It 
also wasn't clear what developments would be planned to the A10 itself to cope with 
the volume of traffic. 
  
We cannot make an informed decision with such scant information 
 
86. Sally Milligan, 
19 Coles Road,Milton, CB24 6BL 
 
I object to Planning application ref: S/0559/17/OL the development at Waterbeach 
barracks. 
 
1) The proposed development is too large for the site, using green belt land as well 
as the existing barracks land. 
2) There are insufficient transport networks in place to support the development. The 
A10 is already very congested between Waterbeach and the junction with the A14, 



with long queues at rush hour and I don’t believe that the A10 and junction with the 
A14 can support the proposed increase in traffic. 
 
87. Jane Williams 
1 Josiah Court, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9JT 
 
I would like to make the following comments on Outline Planning application ref 
S/0559/17/OL OBJECT  
 
Natural Water content of the land I am led to believe that drainage issues will be 
considered in the formulation of SPD. However I would like the following information  
to be considered as part of the proposed development/land use: 
Environment Agency Flood risk map: although the barracks land site to be 
considered in the Outline planning application is set on land not prone to river 
flooding the surrounding area is. RLW land to the East and North of the site (part of 
policy SS/5 emerging Local Plan) being particularly so  
 
 Letter of concern from Mr John Martin to Stephen Barclay MP expressing grave 
concerns regarding lack of maintenance/improvement of/to drainage infrastructure:  
 
http://www.ada.org.uk/downloads/news/John_Martin_letter_to_Stephen_Barclay_MP
.pdf  
 
Environment Agency maps area where flood warnings issued : Waterbeach village 
and areas to the East and North of the site  
 http://maps.environment-
agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController#x=547738&y=269096&lg=1,&scale=7  
 
Risk of surface water flooding Waterbeach village and areas to the North ans East of 
the site long term flood risk map:   https://flood-warning-
information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-
risk/map?easting=550111&northing=265808&address=100090147193  
 
See also HM government Climate Change Risk Assessment Report 2017 : 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/58428
1/uk-climate-change-risk-assess-2017.pdf  
 
Effects of proposed development on the wider environment; Climate change on the 
built and natural environment: Lack of water/increase risk of flooding (as documented 
above) Effect on the natural water content (hydrology ) of the land  through the 
creation of a new settlement that could cause irreparable damage to: 
 
The Cam Washes designated as an area of SSSI lie cross country to the North East 
of the proposed site:  
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx?startTopic=Designations&activelayer=sssiI
ndex&query=HYPERLINK%3D%271004020%27  
 
An important designated area of SSSI the Cam Washes Natural England SCDC CCC 
report: 
 
http://www.english-nature.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1004020.pdf  
 
Wicken Fen designated area SSSI situated to the East of the River Cam cross 
country from the proposed site: 

http://www.ada.org.uk/downloads/news/John_Martin_letter_to_Stephen_Barclay_MP.pdf
http://www.ada.org.uk/downloads/news/John_Martin_letter_to_Stephen_Barclay_MP.pdf
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController#x=547738&y=269096&lg=1,&scale=7
http://maps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController#x=547738&y=269096&lg=1,&scale=7
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map?easting=550111&northing=265808&address=100090147193
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map?easting=550111&northing=265808&address=100090147193
https://flood-warning-information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map?easting=550111&northing=265808&address=100090147193
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/584281/uk-climate-change-risk-assess-2017.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/584281/uk-climate-change-risk-assess-2017.pdf
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx?startTopic=Designations&activelayer=sssiIndex&query=HYPERLINK%3D%271004020%27
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx?startTopic=Designations&activelayer=sssiIndex&query=HYPERLINK%3D%271004020%27
http://www.english-nature.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1004020.pdf


 
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx?startTopic=Designations&activelayer=sssiI
ndex&query=HYPERLINK%3D%271004020%2  
 
 The The Cam Washes and Wicken Fen support their own ecosystems and their 
special environment need to be highly considered when making a decision on the 
outline planning application. 
 
http://www.english-nature.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1004020.pdf Excerpt for the 
document shown in link:  
 
"The area is especially important for breeding waders and holds a notably high 
breeding density of snipe Gallinago gallinago. Other breeding species include 
redshank Tringa totanus, gadwall Anas strepera, teal Anas crecca and shoveler Anas 
clypeata. Good numbers of these species also winter on this site. Sedge warbler 
Acrocephalus schoenobaenus is a regular breeder on this site; reed A. scirpaceus 
and grasshopper Locustella naevia warblers have also been recorded. The value of 
the area to wintering wildfowl is enhanced by the availability of the nearby Wicken 
Fen Mere which provides loafing and roosting areas for a large population of wigeon 
Anas penelope in particular. These and other wintering wildfowl and waders use the 
Cam Washes as a feeding ground. As such the site is particularly important at times 
of flood when birds are unable to feed on the internationally important Ouse Washes 
due to deep flooding" 
 
The proposed barracks land site also contains rare species of flora fauna, biotic and 
abiotic species that need to be fully considered in SPD but primarily when initially 
deciding this application for outline planning. The environmental records which 
support this statement for the consideration of site and surrounding landscape/area 
can be found by contacting Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Environmental 
records Centre. http://www.cperc.org.uk/ 
 
Please acknowledge receipt of this email - thank you. 
 
88. Andrew Ashworth  
34 Station Road Waterbeach Cambridge CB25 9HT 
 
Concerns about Planning Application Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 
Introduction  
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). 
 
My objections are listed below. I have attended a consultations run by the South 
Cambs Distirct Council and Waterbeach Parish Council. 
 
A10  
 
It has been proposed to use a monitor and manage approach to the upgrading of the 
A10. The A10 cannot cope at present during peak hours and 6,500 new homes will 
bring the A10 and traffic through the village to a standstill. The current issues on the 
A10 are caused by the volume of traffic between Ely and Cambridge and with more 
developments being built north of Waterbeach this is constantly adding to the issue. 
Although the new application puts forward new Park and Ride and cycle routes, 

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx?startTopic=Designations&activelayer=sssiIndex&query=HYPERLINK%3D%271004020%252
http://magic.defra.gov.uk/MagicMap.aspx?startTopic=Designations&activelayer=sssiIndex&query=HYPERLINK%3D%271004020%252
http://www.english-nature.org.uk/citation/citation_photo/1004020.pdf


many village residents will need to use their cars because there are not suitable 
rail/bus links to work, shops, schools etc. The use of Park and Ride has been 
declining because of high charges, the complexities of buying tickets and cutting of 
direct routes i.e. to the station and Addenbrookes, so a new stop in the new town will 
not necessarily get people out of their cars. The A10 has had many major accidents 
over the past few years leading to some fatalities in Milton, Chittering etc. As 
residents from the new town start using the A10 this will add to the dangers and 
congestion. A plan for making the A10 fit for purpose and to deliver the infrastructure 
should be delivered before the development is allowed to commence. 
 
Station Road parking 
 
 In the proposal submitted there is a plan to review the parking on Station Road. I live 
on Station Road and it is highly congested in peak commuting hours often by users 
from the north of Waterbeach using to avoid congestion issues at Milton and the 
Bollywood Spice junction. As a resident of 16 years I can confirm the road is getting 
busier and any plans to change the parking will affect residents adversely. 6500 more 
houses will result in many more road journeys per day which will make Station Road 
practically unusable. Currently the combination of stretches of double yellow lines 
and areas without parking restrictions help to slow the traffic down - as motorists and 
cyclists have to wait until the road is clear in the opposite direction. The volume of 
traffic currently using the road at peak times means it can take several minutes for 
my wife and children to cross the road and for us to pull out of our drive If the onroad 
parking spaces are reduced there will be less spaces for residents. This is an issue 
which is made worse by many rail users who prefer to park in the road as it is free or 
the station car park is full. Often Station Road residents have to use Lode Ave or 
park around the Green as the spaces are scarce. Any changes to the arrangements 
will make the road more dangerous and mean that residents can’t park near their 
homes. Shuttle buses from the new development site to the station will also add to 
the congestion on Station Road. 
 
Railway station location  
 
Although the moving of the station in not part of Urban and Civic’s application, a new 
location has been shown on much of their promotional literature. The current site of 
the station is why many village resident chose to live where they do i.e.convenience 
to the station. The new proposed location will mean residents from the existing 
village will have a considerable distance to travel to access it. Waterbeach has a 
well-used station that serves a large neighbouring catchment area. The proposed 
new station location is a significant distance from the existing village and the Urban 
and Civic site so the station should remain where it is with enhanced cycle and 
footpaths to it. 
 
Affordability  
 
If current village residents are going to be subject to a massive surge in the village’s 
population and also have to endure all the construction works etc, then it is important 
that locals have access to some benefits i.e affordable homes and social housing. At 
present there doesn’t seem to be published fixed % of the scheme set aside for 
affordable/social housing. In cases such as Northstowe the developers have been 
able to significantly reduce their commitment to providing housing that affordable 
even after plans/quotas are all agreed with the local authorities. The new homes in 
Waterbeach will be attractive to commuters to Cambridge and London and the 
evidence from market prices of recent developments around the Bannold and Cody 



Road areas demonstrate that they not affordable to local people whether they are 
starting on the housing ladder or upscaling. 
 
Scale 
 
 Although the Urban and Civic application is only for the part of the Barracks site 
close to the A10, subsequent applications land to the east could see the total amount 
of housing built totalling 13,000. Just the initial Urban and Civic development 
proposal of 6500 dwellings is development on a excessive scale and will change the 
existing village forever. I feel the density and total number should be reviewed and 
reduced. We do need affordable houses for the next generations to buy or rent, but 
the numbers proposed will dwarf the village have a major impact on the quality of life 
of its residents.  
 
89. Elly Ruston 
85 Winfold Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9QF,  
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 
Introduction 
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). 
 
I object on the following grounds: 
 
 The plans fail to provide sufficient high quality cycling and walking infrastructure 
for the 
residents of the new town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and other communities in 
the District. 
 The plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 
 The development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until 
realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed, properly scrutinised, 
funded 
and committed to. 
 There is no adequate planning for improvements to the A10 to deal with the 
increase in 
traffic that will be a result of the new development, both during its construction, and 
once it 
is completed. 
 The plans for residential and commercial properties that are several storeys high 
is not in 
keeping with the local area, and does not give regard to environmental and rural 
priorities. 
 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
 
 reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
 improved physical and mental health 
 better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
 not polluting (air and noise) 



 provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
 provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their independence 
 walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than those 
occupied by vehicles 
 
The dis-benefits of car use include: 
 
 air pollution – a recent study suggests that particulate pollution will still be a major 
issue 
from electric vehicles due to particles from tyre wear and road dust 
 presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
 increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
 the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good cycling 
alternatives 
can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
 harm to wildlife 
 environmental pollution – the manufacturer and disposal of vehicles is extremely 
energy intensive, consumes vast resources and is results in environmental damage 
 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 
 
“One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.” 
 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
 
“The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 
cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 
  
The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport the application fails to do 
this and should be rejected on this basis. 
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
 
1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school 
 
a. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet Highways 
Agency standards for a path next to a 50 mph road (sec. 6.5.13). As a minimum the 
path needs to be separated from the road by a verge. However, other routes to 
Milton and north Cambridge should be sought in addition to this proposal. Even with 
suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never provide an 



attractive route for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume and size of 
vehicles using the A10. 
 
The developer should work with the City Deal and County Council to find alternatives. 
On 9 March 2017 the City Deal and County Council approved funding for Greenways 
feasibility studies. In particular, a the feasibility of possible 'Greenway' from south 
Waterbeach to Milton Country Park should be examined. It should be considered 
whether or not the rowing lakes proposal comes forward. It has the potential to 
provide a very attractive cycling route from Waterbeach and the new town to north 
Cambridge encouraging very high levels of cycling. (ref 6.5.13). Additionally, as 
suggested in the Greenways report, an upgrade to the existing route along the River 
Cam should be carried out. 
 
b. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd in 
Landbeach is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed cycle 
way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings over 
the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrians. This is not a practical option. A 
far better option is the use of single-stage crossing as recommended by IAN 195/16 
section 2.4.5 and that the crossing should be in a straight-line and not staggered, as 
recommended by section 2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the connection 
between Cottenham and Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the journeys 
between the two villages are currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach parents of 
secondary school children forced to pick up children by car due to lack of 
alternatives. A cycle route would also encourage rail users from Cottenham and other 
villages west of Waterbeach to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
c. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to northwest Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option. 
 
d. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west of the 
river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be achieved. The 
communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use of the facilities 
in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen Ditton to reach 
them. 
 
e. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible by 
vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible. 
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with a sensible crossing over the A10 which 
encourages non-car use. 
 
2. Proposals for Waterbeach village 
 
a. The proposals for the changes to the existing village to mitigate potential increases 
in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how these proposals achieve the stated aim of 
reducing rat running. This has an impact on cyclists and pedestrians because the 
volume of traffic in the village at peak times is already a serious hazard. The main 
entrance to the primary school is already a victim of rat running to avoid congestion 
on the A10. The existence of an additional 6500 houses will exacerbate these 



problems considerably as people use the Horningsea route to avoid the A10. 
Substantive proposals for changes to the existing village to prevent rat-running and 
encourage walking and cycling should be put forward for consultation by the villagers 
and funding for the agreed changes committed to by the developer. (sec. 6.5.8) 
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north. 
 
3. Proposals for the new town 
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted. 
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. The 
outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a wide 
traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design feature 
of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the opportunity. 
 
d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new development. 
This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The main parking 
for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some distance away 
(>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as they approach 
the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be possible. 
Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the development to 
ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and quicker are 
therefore encouraged. 
 
f. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible by 
pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not block off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
4. Timing of infrastructure improvements 
 
As much of the infrastructure outside the new town should be in place before the first 
occupation in order to encourage cycling and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling 
phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 before habits of driving become ingrained. 
Any infrastructure outside the new development which is in place before first 
occupation will greatly benefit current residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding 
area. High quality cycling infrastructure which can be used by the existing population 
will help to mitigate increasing traffic 
levels in the area. 
 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 



busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
In any case this is a terrible example and should serve as a warning for Waterbeach 
new town. 
 
5. Infrastructure Design 
 
The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway profiles and cross-sections 
inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling document. Junction designs should 
comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of Highways England. 
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks 
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come. 
 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 
 
90. Christine Taylor 
6 Glebe Road, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9RJ 
 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
 
I would like to object to the planning application on the following grounds: 
 
1. Location of houses and proximity to Amey 
 
The site for the new houses lies between the existing village and the Amey waste 
processing and composting plant. The later has a long lease and is a vital part of the 
council’s recycling strategy. Discussions with SCDC planning officer indicated it is 
likely to expand further and may also branch out into burning waste via an incinerator 
or processing biomass. When planning permission was initially granted for Amey, the 
decision was based on the premise that it was not in close proximity with a major 
settlement. Indeed there is little precedent for successful planning applications of 
large waste processing facilities in the immediate proximity of major settlements 
anywhere in the UK. 
 
The northern fringe of the development is under a mile from the Amey plant. Indeed, 
the proposed access road is directly opposite the Waterbeach Research Park where 
businesses have found life close to Amey to be so unpleasant they have relocated 



away from the park after staff became sick. Business have reported repeated 
complaints from staff about the stench and staff are unable to go out or keep the 
windows open. SCDC will be aware the Environment Agency took Amey to court for 
repeated breaches of its planning conditions and for the effect on the local business 
park. Details of the breaches and court case which led to the maximum possible fine 
are on the link.https://www.gov.uk/government/news/composting-site-operator-fined-
50000-after-breaching-itspermit 
 
Sadly the stench from the plant has continued since the operator was fined without 
any obvious signs of abatement. It seems inconceivable to me that a major 
settlement could be opened up less than a mile from this site. While the stench itself 
is unpleasant enough, I am just as concerned about both the long and short term 
health risks of people living in houses in such close proximity and how future 
expansion plans may further exacerbate the current problems. 
 
2. Alternative sites are available 
 
While the proposed site falls within the proposed development for the Local Plan, the 
plan itself has not yet been approved. The Planning Inspector has expressed grave 
doubts as to the suitability of Waterbeach as a site and SCDC reliance on new towns 
to deliver the housing strategy. New Towns are a particularly risky, lengthy and 
expensive strategy compared to extending the existing city out into the suburbs as 
has been happening to the south of the city. While there is an argument that building 
further south of the city will eat into greenbelt, it should be pointed out that the 
majority of the barracks site is also greenfield. Recent planning changes have 
relaxed the rules around building on greenbelt so Greenfields with and without 
‘greenbelt’ labels should be treated equally for planning purposes. 
 
3. Transport and infrastructure issues: 
 
The existing congestion along the A10 and overcrowded trains are undisputed and 
well known. The council should not consider this housing application until it has an 
agreed AND FUNDED plan for the A10 corridor, public transport and cycleway links. 
Any new roads or widening of roads to accommodate the traffic connected with this 
proposed housing development should aim to minimise the number of existing 
houses pulled down and blighted in order to accommodate the new settlement. The 
plans for cycle ways are inadequate. There are no easy solutions to the infrastructure 
issues which is why Waterbeach has been rejected for major development several 
times before. Sites like Northstowe and Bourn Airfield have fewer infrastructure 
issues and the council should be looking at fulfilling their housing needs on these 
sites before looking to Waterbeach. It is important to take the cost of infrastructure 
into account as the larger this cost element, the less will be available to make a 
contribution towards affordable housing. 
 
4. Affordable housing and sheltered housing 
 
While I can see there are a number of smaller units and high rise flats in the 
development, U&C were unable to give me a ball park figure in today’s prices of the 
starting purchase price. I would expect the council to reach agreement on the price 
points before planning could be considered. I would like to see the barracks 
developed to provide a mix of social housing, shared ownership and houses to buy. I 
would have also expected to see some innovative ways of housing older people in 
homes ranging from sheltered housing units to residential care homes with links to 
NHS and Social care facilities. 
5. Power Generation 



 
I was disappointed to see houses were not being built with solar panels as standard. 
I understand there will be some solar farms around the outside of the settlements to 
earn money for the landowners, however I do not understand why panels would be 
approved to take up precious greenfield when there is roof space without them. 
 
6. Flooding 
 
The effects of run-off because green fields are being replaced by solid surfaces and 
housing on large scale should not be underestimated. The internal drainage board 
have expressed concerns with the local plan. Their expert advice should be heeded. 
 
7. Separation of the village from the New Town 
 
This is a key feature of the Local Plan. The SCDC planning inspector early on in her 
review of the plan pointed out that the speculative development which has already 
happened in the village means the separation has been lost and this constitutes a 
major change. The proposed development by U&C is therefore not in keeping with 
SCDC vision for the area and the plan as it stands should be rejected.  
 
In summary, this is a speculative plan put in ahead of the results of the Local Plan 
enquiry. This is a waste of precious council resources and council tax payer money. I 
believe it should be given scent attention until the Planning Inspector has concluded 
her evaluation of the plan and issued her recommendations. 
 
Thankyou for giving me the opportunity to put forward my views on this matter of 
huge significance to the local area. 
 
91. Geoffrey Strange 
 
I   would like to make the following comments on the planning application 
S/0559/17/OL for up to 6,500 dwellings on the barracks land. 
 
•        This application is for 6,500 dwellings and they are proposing buildings from 
two to eight storeys high, this is not in keeping with the local area it will have a huge 
impact on the existing village life especially the  local and fenland landscape (open, 
tranquil and rural landscape character).  
 
•         There are not adequate proposed facilities within the development to ensure 
that is it sustainable and self sufficient, anyone wanting a supermarket will need to 
travel by car, there are not enough proposed employment opportunities within the 
site therefore they will rely on existing facilities which are already over stretched. This 
application needs to also take into account the hundreds of houses that are already 
being built in the village along Bannold Road and new development on Denny End 
Road, all of which will also be using existing facilities with no new schools, doctors, 
shops, play areas planned.  
 
•         Access onto the A10. Two accesses proposed one new roundabout and 
access onto the existing roundabout at the Research Park, this is going to add to the 
huge traffic problems that already exist on the A10 plus the other village roads (rat 
running through village). It is proposed that people can use the existing railway 
station which is already over capacity at peak times. 
 
•         Timing – how and when will the development be delivered – building at 
Northstowe is now well under way and have been told that this will hugely help the 



housing crisis in South Cambs yet it is not yet fully occupied, with no adopted local 
plan how can the full housing need be assessed.  
 
•         There are the other consideration of environmental impact such as noise and 
air pollution with at least 6,500 extra people that will cause strains on all resources  – 
Waterbeach already has problems with smells from Ameycespa site 
I would welcome a smaller development on the existing developed land on the site. 
 
92. L, Davies 
Flaxman Cottage, High St, Horningsea, Cambs, CB25 9JG 
 
I am concerned that the application does not give sufficient consideration to access 
to and from the new town to and from the east and south east. Marshall's and 
Addenbrookes/bio medic campus are large employers and it must be anticipated that 
a large number of residents will need to travel east/ south east to these and other 
places of work. In the immediate future the barracks are to be used as 
accommodation for nursing staff working at Addenbrookes. The only route at present 
is via Clayhithe bridge, Horningsea High Street and through Fen Ditton. None of 
these have capacity to carry any additional traffic, let alone say 5000 cars a day (if 
one quarter of the residents need to travel east/south east).  
 
While the plans are at this early stage thought must be given to developing an 
alternative route, for example by linking with the old disused railway line, to 
Newmarket Road Park & Ride/ Barnwell Road and the Ring Road. This new route 
would avoid the problems of Clayhithe bridge (check weight limits), Horningsea and 
Fen Ditton. 
 
93. Peter Johnson 
25, Jubilee Close, Waterbeach, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9NY 
 
I am in favour of the development in principle but I do object to high rise buildings, 
these will ruin the landscape views from the surrounding areas and this has to be 
addressed. When you look from the river you can see the water tower clearly and we 
have been told that some of the proposed buildings will be taller than the tower. That 
surely cannot be allowed, there is enough land here that utilised correctly will provide 
sufficient houses without high rise flats or apartments. 
 
94. Flora Loizou 
Jasmine House, Ely Road, Waterbeach, CAMBRIDGE, Cambridgeshire, CB25 
9NW 
 
As I live on the A10 I am concerned about the improvements to this road. First of all, 
if it is widened it will make no difference to the traffic as there will be a bottle neck at 
the A14 junction. It just means that there will be 2 rows of standstill traffic outside my 
house instead of one and it will be nearer my house than it is now. Secondly, would 
this mean taking a chunk from the front of my house? I'm not happy about that as I'm 
sure my neighbours would agree. You really need to think about this; the only 
solution is to either build another road or redirect the A10 to a new junction on the 
A14. Widening the road will just make the congestion worse. Please give me some 
details of what is proposed. it seem that the people who will be most affected are the 
last to be informed. 
 
95. Mr H Shields 
7, CB4 0ws 
 



The infrastructure should be in place before any of the units are occupied ie. 
upgrading of A10, public transport routes, doctors surgery and schools etc. 
 
96. Julian Ruston  
85, Winfold Road, CAMBRIDGE, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9QF 
  
I object on the following grounds: 
The plans fail to provide sufficient alternatives to travelling by car. Subsequently, the 
development of 6500 houses (or the proposed first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed, 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. The impact on the A10 by the new 
development has not yet been studied and proposals to mitigate the impact are 
inconclusive. 
 
The height of some of the proposed buildings at 8 storeys high, is too high for a 
development the size of Waterbeach and its surrounding environs. 
 
Objection to Planning Application 
Planning Reference Number: S/0559/17/OL 
Applicant: Secretary of State for Defence and Urban & Civic PLC 
Introduction 
 
I object to the planning application submitted by Secretary of State for Defence and 
Urban & Civic/MOD (S/0559/17/OL). I object on the following grounds: 
 
• the plans fail to provide sufficient alternative travel options to travel by car. 
• the development of 6500 houses (or a first phase of 1600 houses) is not 
sustainable until realistic alternatives to car use have been correctly designed, 
properly scrutinised, funded and committed to. • the plans fail to provide sufficient 
high quality cycling and walking provision/infrastructure for the residents of the new 
town, residents of Waterbeach Parish and other communities in the District. • the 
impact on the A10 by the new development has not yet been studied and proposals 
to mitigate the impact are inconclusive. • the height of some of the proposed 
buildings at 8 storeys high, is too high for a development the size of Waterbeach and 
its surrounding environs. 
 
The benefits of cycling and walking are well documented. Some of the benefits 
include: 
 
• reduced vehicle congestion especially at peak times 
• improved physical and mental health 
• better social interaction helping to build stronger communities 
• not polluting (air and noise) 
• provides a low cost means of transport for the poor and disadvantaged 
• provides a means of transport for the young & old enhancing their independence 
• walking and cycling spaces are much more attractive and safe places than those 
occupied by vehicles 
The disadvantages of car use include: 
• increases congestion – economic costs associated with congestion are well 
documented 
• the need to have a car(s) is a significant financial burden for many - good cycling 
alternatives can reduce the need for two cars for many families/couples 
• air pollution 
• presents a hazard of death and serious injury to pedestrians and cyclists 
• harm to wildlife 



• environmental pollution 
 
The cycling infrastructure plans outlined in this planning application do not support 
the stated principles in the application such as section 6.5.2 of the Frame Travel Plan 
which states: 
 
 “One of the key principles of the development transport strategy is to maximise cycle 
accessibility within the Development to assist in the maximisation of public transport 
accessibility to adjacent areas. A range of measures will be implemented at the 
application site to encourage cycling both within the site and to nearby destinations 
off-site.”  
 
It also does not support the Cambridge and South Cambs transport strategy 
published in April 2014. Policy TSCSC12 states: 
 
 “The capacity, quality and safety of walking and cycling networks will be increased to 
enhance and promote healthy and active travel. The highest possible standard of 
cycling and walking infrastructure appropriate to a location will be pursued in line with 
this strategy and the emerging cycle strategy.” 
 
The planning application must demonstrate that the construction of 6500 homes 
north of Waterbeach is sustainable. With regard to transport alone the application 
fails to do this and should be rejected on this basis. 
 
Detailed Objections 
 
The reference numbers in this section refer to the Framework Travel Plan in the 
planning application. 
 
1. Cycle links joining communities and linking residents to their place of work or 
school  
 
a. The proposed changes to the 'cycle path' beside the A10 do not meet Highways 
Agency standards for a path next to a 50-mph road (sec. 6.5.13). At the very least, 
the path needs to be separated from the road by a verge. However, in addition to this 
proposal, other routes to Milton and north Cambridge should be sought. Even with 
suitable separation between the road and the cycle path this will never provide an 
attractive proposition for cyclists to/from Cambridge due to the speed, volume and 
size of vehicles using the A10. 
 
 The developer should work with the City Deal and County Council to find 
alternatives. On 9 March 2017, the City Deal and County Council approved funding 
for Greenways feasibility studies. In particular, the feasibility of a possible 'Greenway' 
from south Waterbeach to Milton Country Park should be examined. It should be 
considered regardless of whether the rowing lakes proposal comes forward. It has 
the potential to provide a very attractive and safe cycling route from Waterbeach and 
the new town to north Cambridge encouraging very high levels of cycling. (ref 
6.5.13). Additionally, as suggested in the Greenways report, an upgrade to the 
existing cycle route along the River Cam should be carried out. 
 
 b. The proposal to create a new cycle way from Denny End Rd to Cottenham Rd in 
Landbeach is is welcomed and should be committed to along with the proposed cycle 
way to Cottenham. However, the multiple (possibly 5) sets of toucan crossings over 
the A10 will unnecessarily delay cyclists/pedestrian and have a significant impact on 
traffic flow along the A10. This is not a practical option. A far better option is the use 



of single-stage crossing as recommended by IAN 195/16 section 2.4.5 and that the 
crossing should be in a straight-line and not staggered, as recommended by section 
2.4.8. Such a route will greatly improve the connection between Cottenham and 
Waterbeach/new town (sec 6.5.9). Many of the journeys between the two villages are 
currently ‘double’ journeys with Waterbeach parents of secondary school children 
forced to pick up children by car due to lack of alternatives. A cycle route 
would also provide rail users from Cottenham and other villages west of Waterbeach 
a viable alternative means of to travel to the station by bike rather than car. 
 
c. The proposal to create a cycle way along the Mere Way east of Landbeach is 
welcomed and should be committed to. This provides a safe, traffic free, attractive 
route to north-west Cambridge. However, a safe crossing is required across the A10 
at Bollywood Spice since this is the route most Waterbeach residents would take to 
Landbeach. A multiple toucan crossing here is not a suitable option and again will 
adversely affect traffic flow.  
 
d. A proposal is required for how a cycle link between communities to the west of the 
river such as Lode and Bottisham and Waterbeach/new town could be achieved. The 
communities to the east of the river Cam should be able to make use of the facilities 
in the new town without having to take a 15 mile detour south via Fen Ditton to reach 
them. 
 
 e. The village of Chittering which is part of Waterbeach Parish is only accessible by 
vehicle. There must be provision for a cycle way which links Chittering and 
Waterbeach as directly as possible.  
 
f. The Cambridge Research Park has suffered since its construction due to 
inaccessibility by any other method than vehicle. Provision for access to this by foot 
and cycle must be included in the plans with sensible crossing provision over the A10 
by the Research Park roundabout which encourages non-car use. 
 
 g. In an attempt to mitigate the disruption to traffic flow on the A10 that all these 
above proposed footpath/cycle routes will have, serious consideration should be 
given to bridge construction over the A10 as it is a safer option for the users and will 
not impact on traffic flow. 
 
2. Impact on the A10 
 
a. Heavier traffic volumes on the A10 from the Milton interchange up to the new 
Waterbeach development. This will create more slow moving/stationary traffic in the 
area that will impact on 
 
i. Air quality in the area 
ii. Longer journey times for local residents and current users of the A10 
iii. Increase in rat running through Waterbeach as people try to avoid congestion on 
A10 
iv. Heavier congestion on the Milton interchange roundabout. The necessary re-
phasing of the traffic lights on the roundabout will impact on traffic flow on the other 
routes using the roundabout 
 
b. The plans show a new entry point into the development serviced by a new 
roundabout just above the current junction with Denny End Road. This will cause 
more bottlenecks on the A10 and will ultimately have an impact on traffic flow through 
the current A10/Denny End Road junction, possibly leading to obstruction of the 
junction from resulting stationary traffic on the A10 due to congestion. 



 
c. The increase in traffic will also have an impact on entry/exit of traffic to Car Dyke 
Road and Waterbeach Road from the A10.  
 
d. The plans outlined for the new development to mitigate this impact (Park & Ride + 
car share + Cycling) appear to be idealised visions of the future with implausible 
figures for uptake rather than well engineered solutions with proven research and 
tangible proof of success.  
 
3. Proposals for Waterbeach village a. The proposals for the changes to the existing 
village to mitigate potential increases in traffic are very vague. It's not clear how 
these proposals achieve the stated aim of reducing rat running. This has an impact 
on cyclists and pedestrians because the volume of traffic in the village at peak times 
is already a serious hazard. The main entrance to the primary school is already a 
victim of rat running to avoid congestion on the A10. The existence of an additional 
6500 houses will exacerbate these problems considerably as people use the 
Horningsea route to avoid the A10. Substantive proposals for changes to the existing 
village to prevent rat-running and encourage walking and cycling should be put 
forward for consultation by the villagers and funding for the agreed changes 
committed to by the developer. (sec. 6.5.8)  
 
b. Alternative cycle routes between the new town and existing station should be 
considered. A route east of Waterbeach village to the station would provide an 
attractive route for residents of the new town. The same route could be used by 
Waterbeach villagers if the station is subsequently moved north. 
 
4. Proposals for the new town  
 
a. The plans for the new town fail to sufficiently encourage cycling and provide 
insufficient segregation of cyclists and motorists. Cycle paths that are proposed are 
insufficiently wide. There should be segregation for pedestrians and cyclists. In the 
designs for cycling within the new town (and elsewhere) the recommendations in the 
Camcycle document ‘Making Space for Cycling’ should be adopted.  
 
b. The secondary roads shown in the plans occupy too much space (too wide). 
These should be reduced in width to reduce vehicle speeds. 
 
 c. The Runway Parkland is a complete misnomer. This is not a ‘parkland’ at all. The 
outline plans show the existing runway being largely built on. This should be a wide 
traffic-free space for cyclists and pedestrians. This could be a fantastic design feature 
of the new development but the developers seem to be missing the opportunity. 
 
d. The primary school is shown as being on a main road in the new development. 
This will encourage driving to school rather than cycling/walking. The main parking 
for the school (except for disabled and other access) should be some distance away 
(>100 metres) to provide a safe environment for children/parents as they approach 
the school on bike/foot. 
 
e. The phase 3 primary school is located next to the A10. Given the increase in traffic 
volume on the A10, the siting of the school is unsuitable. It will be located next to a 
large source of airborne pollution and the noise levels from the road will be 
prohibitive to a conducive learning environment.  
 
f. No vehicle routes through the centre of the new development should be possible. 
Vehicles should be taken to a road on the circumference of the development to 



ensure cycle and walking on routes which are more direct, safer and quicker are 
therefore encouraged.  
 
g. Although no detail was provided in the plan the lakeside should be accessible by 
pedestrians and cyclists for its entire perimeter. It should not be blocked off by 
hotels/restaurants/apartments. 
 
h. Height: The proposed height of some of the properties appears to be 8 storeys 
high. This would appear to be an unprecedented height on a development in the 
South Cambs area and does not seem in keeping with the local environment. There 
are very few 8 storey buildings in Cambridge, let alone a development the size of 
Waterbeach. 8 storey buildings in a development such as Waterbeach would be 
overbearing on local environment.  
 
5. Timing of infrastructure improvements As much of the infrastructure outside the 
new town should be in place before the first occupation in order to encourage cycling 
and exploit the Cambridge cultural cycling phenomenon' referenced in sec 6.5.12 
before habits of driving become ingrained. Any infrastructure outside the new 
development which is in place before first occupation will greatly benefit current 
residents of Waterbeach and the surrounding area. High quality cycling infrastructure 
which can be used by the existing population will help to mitigate increasing traffic 
levels in the area.  
 
An extremely poor example of lack of cycling/pedestrian provision exists at the new 
Alconbury site for which Urban &Civic have responsibility. The main entrance to the 
site has a cycle path but it stops a few yards beyond the site forcing cyclists onto the 
busy road used for accessing the A14. There is no cycle path provided to the nearby 
village of Little Stukeley and slightly further Great Stukeley villages. There is also no 
obvious safe route to go north. The road has two roundabouts for providing access to 
the A14 which the cyclist would have to negotiate. Furthermore, no crossing has 
been providing at any point along this road to allow safe crossing of Ermine Street. 
Houses on this site have been occupied for some time but the only safe way for them 
to access the surrounding area is by vehicle. It’s not known whether there is a plan to 
add a cycle path (the footpath seems to have undergone some recent minor repairs). 
The above example should serve as a warning for Waterbeach new town. 
 
 6. Infrastructure Design The design of cycling infrastructure should adopt roadway 
profiles and cross-sections inspired by Camcycle’s Making Space for Cycling 
document. Junction designs should comply with Interim Advice Note (IAN) 195/16 of 
Highways England.  
 
Conclusion and Final Remarks  
 
The development of a new town north of Waterbeach is a fantastic opportunity to 
build on the strong culture of cycling in the region. The region is flat, the weather is 
mild and is becoming increasingly more densely populated. In these circumstances 
cycling provides an attractive alternative to travel by car if supported by adequate 
and well-designed infrastructure. However, the current proposals will fail to take 
advantage of this opportunity. Without a significant change to the approach this will 
have implications for many decades to come.  
 
Those who benefit most from good cycling infrastructure are the young, poor and 
those with unhealthy lifestyles. Good cycling infrastructure can also be used by users 
of mobility scooters which see increasing use as the population ages. Wheelchair 
users will also benefit. The proliferation of electric bikes will see people travelling 



further by bike. Outside of the main residential areas horse-riders will also benefit 
from good road crossings and other infrastructure.  
 
The developers and their transport consultants should be considering best practice in 
the design of infrastructure and copying proven examples such as those in the 
Netherlands. There is an opportunity for them to benefit from the kudos that would 
arise from creating a lasting legacy that would be a model for future developments. 
However, until substantive improvements are made to these proposals I will continue 
to object to them. 
 
97. S, Milligan 
19, Coles Road, Milton, CB24 6BL 
 
1) The proposed development is too large for the site, unnecessarily using green belt 
land as well as the existing barracks land. 
 
2) There are insufficient transport networks in place to support the development. The 
A10 is already very congested between Waterbeach and the junction with the A14, 
with long queues at rush hour and cannot support the proposed increase in traffic. 
 
98. Nigel Seamarks  
48, CB25 9QJ 
 
The application at this stage included 4 to 8 story buildings this is not in keeping with 
a rural development. The development should be kept to the standard 2 story 
developments.  
 
At the review meeting at the church rooms no one was able to discuss the Youth/ 
social amenities element of the discussion. Waterbeach Barracks used to have a well 
attended swimming pool for example. No mention of a swimming pool or any real 
Sporting complex. The council should review what social amenities are being offered. 
Please give us our pool back for example. 
 
The developer seems to have backed down from no entry from the existing village 
apart from a cycle way. The developer now seems to want to join the new 
development with the old village. The old village would not cope with the increased 
traffic. 
 
The developer had no real concrete options for improved transport links more detail 
is required on how the development will join the A10/A14. 
 
99. J L Lacon 
The Goose Barn, St John's Lane, Horningsea, Cambridgeshire, CB259JQ 
 
Dear Sirs, 
I strongly object to the proposal outlined for the Waterbeach development as a 
neighbour in a nearby village. I live in Horningsea and I strongly agree with the 
comments made by the Horningsea Planning Group. Their main point is the volume 
of traffic 'rat-running' through Horningsea. I feel this will be severely increased from 
this application and with no real plan to mitigate this issue.  
 
The application says the traffic will increase 0% over 15 years. This is a made up 
figure based on the volume of traffic over a sunny couple of weeks in June 2016. I 
ride a motorcycle every day and during the winter months I have to filter past the 
queuing traffic from the A14 Bridge all the way back into Horningsea. With this 



development it’s only going to make it worse and create worse air pollution for 
everyone in the village.  
 
This application states it will 'monitor and manage' which will mean the damage will 
be done before the infrastructure is improved and consequently ruin the dynamic of 
an historic village. 
 
100. Frank Hopkirk  
4 Eyehall Cottgs, Clayhithe Road, Horningsea, Cambridgeshire, CB25 9JD 
 
As a resident of Clayhithe Road, Horningsea living just outside the village gates I 
wish to express  opposition and concern to the proposed development at 
Waterbeach Barracks and in particular the transport situation. As a cyclist and not a 
car owner I travel everywhere by bike, and this means cycling along the Clayhithe 
Road both south to the village and north to Waterbeach. The ½ mile into Horningsea 
from  my house is currently the most dangerous part of my 6 mile trip in to 
Cambridge, whereas the cycle up to Waterbeach along the B1047 is potentially 
highly dangerous, with cars frequently exceeding the 50mph speed limit, and no 
cycleway being available. Despite the development of the A10, which seems to be 
rather inadequate, and potentially delayed, there is no doubt in my mind that the 
volume of traffic along the Clayhithe Road will be substantially increased. People 
travelling to the employment centres to the south east of Cambridge will use this and 
many people north of Cambridge work at Addenbrookes, ARM and Marshalls, to 
name a few. The current projections of traffic seem to be totally unrealistic and 
woefully wide of the mark, bearing in mind that 6500 houses will eventually be built, 
many of whom will have more than 1 car per household. This means that cycling 
along the Clayhithe Road will become highly dangerous, especially when problems 
on the A10 lead to rat-running through the village. 
 
I also understand that additional development outside the Urban and Civic area is 
being mooted, thus exacerbating the problem even more. The B1047 will become, 
effectively, an A-road in terms of traffic and this will reduce the peace and tranquillity 
of what is effectively a small fenland village where, even in the village itself, speeding 
is often a problem and where noise will increase substantially. There will also be a 
contaminated increase in air pollution if sufficient measures are not made to reduce 
the flow of traffic. These measures could include making the Clayhithe Bridge a 
single lane for vehicles, controlled by traffic lights, with access for a cycle path on the 
other lane. 
 
101.  Barbara Bull 
14A High Street, Waterbeach, Cambridge, CB25 9JU 
 
I am objecting to this planning application for the following reasons: 
 
1. 6 and 8 storey buildings do not fit into a fen landscape. 
 
2. The infrastructure is not in place, A10 is queued from Milton to Stretham at peak 
times. The railway station can't cope with the number of passengers now using it. 
The buses are infrequent. 
 
3. Waterbeach becoming an even worse rat run than now with the increased number 
of cars cutting through to the Marshalls side of Cambridge. 
 



4.  Waterbeach losing its identity as a village, a lack of integration between the 
proposed new town and the existing village.  Apparently we won't be able to drive 
into the new town but will only be able to access it by using the A10. 
5.  By proposing that the first stage of the development will be built the furthest away 
from Waterbeach this won't encourage the new residents to integrate with 
Waterbeach. 
6. Assuming that everyone wants to travel by either bike or public transport. This 
frankly is ludicrous, we have an aging population, people who are disabled and 
families with young children, it is horrendously expensive to use public transport and 
park and ride facilities, and people won't bike in bad weather!!  
7. Amey recycling centre was never intended to be built near a town and in warm 
weather the fly infestations are horrendous particularly near Chittering and the 
proposed new town. 
 
102. Donna Smith  
83, Cambridge Road, Cambridge, CB25 9NJ 
 
I would like to make the following comments on the planning application 
S/0559/17/OL for up to 6,500 dwellings on the barracks land. 
 
• This application is for 6,500 dwellings and they are proposing buildings from 
two to eight storeys high, this is not in keeping with the local area it will have a huge 
impact on the existing village life especially the  local and fenland landscape (open, 
tranquil and rural landscape character).  
 
• There are not adequate proposed facilities within the development to ensure 
that is it sustainable and self sufficient, anyone wanting a supermarket will need to 
travel by car, there are not enough proposed employment opportunities within the 
site therefore they will rely on existing facilities which are already over stretched. This 
application needs to also take into account the hundreds of houses that are already 
being built in the village along Bannold Road and new development on Denny End 
Road, all of which will also be using existing facilities with no new schools, doctors, 
shops, play areas planned.  
 
• Access onto the A10. Two accesses proposed one new roundabout and 
access onto the existing roundabout at the Research Park, this is going to add to the 
huge traffic problems that already exist on the A10 plus the other village roads (rat 
running through village). It is proposed that people can use the existing railway 
station which is already over capacity at peak times. 
 
• Timing – how and when will the development be delivered – building at 
Northstowe is now well under way and have been told that this will hugely help the 
housing crisis in South Cambs yet it is not yet fully occupied, with no adopted local 
plan how can the full housing need be assessed.  
 
• There are the other consideration of environmental impact such as noise and 
air pollution with at least 6,500 extra people that will cause strains on all resources – 
Waterbeach already has problems with smells from Ameycespa site 
I would welcome a smaller development on the existing developed land on the site. 
 
103. Dr Martin  
46, cb23 5dg  
 
I fully support this development that will deliver some of the houses that the 
Cambridge area so desperately needs. 



104. E Williams  
68 High Street, Horningsea, CB25 9JG 
 
This planning application appears disjointed and hasty. Access and traffic has not 
been well thought through, particularly given that the A10 is considered the only road 
in and out of the proposed development. There has been very little attention paid to 
the almost guaranteed rat-running that will ensue to avoid the already overtaxed A10. 
The B1047 that runs through Horningsea and Fen Ditton cannot cope with increased 
traffic, particularly as Horningsea is a conservation area with listed buildings and 
walls extremely close to the road.  
 
Initial statements by developers and councillors seem to indicate that future residents 
will live on the north side of Cambridge, there is no evidence to support this, and I 
would suggest it is a false premise. For instance the local Labour candidate for 
Cambridgeshire County Council lives in Waterbeach and works at Addenbrooke's. 
It is unreasonable for there not to be a full, coordinated development plan for the 
entire strategic site if the intention is to build a new town rather than a bunch of 
disconnected dwellings erected by separate developers. 
The infrastructure of Waterbeach; i.e., rail, road, cycle links, and public transport are 
inadequate to support this size of development.  
 
Please do not consider this OPA in absence of the full development scope of the 
strategic site and a completed comprehensive transportation plan. 
 
105. Jon Tollit 
KF Stables, Kings Farm High Street, Horningsea, Cambs, CB25 9JG 
 
I wish to register my objections to the application for a new housing development at 
Waterbeach Barracks. 
 
As a resident in Horningsea I consider the consultation by the developer as the 
minimal quired and has not established a collaborative process for all stakeholders 
prior to submission of a considered proposal. 
 
The development as indicated is extensive in its proximity to Cambridge and will 
have a major impact on not only its immediate surroundings but the wider 
infrastructure and Cambridge as a whole. A development of this scale requires much 
more detailed study prior to submission. It is exceptional and will involve unusual 
consequences that need to be full assessed. 
 
The current application does not include the wider potential development for the 
remainder of the site. It does not seem reasonable to consider this development in 
isolation as the wider development will have even greater impact. 
The scale of the development in terms of mix and facilities seems under considered 
and limited to maximise profit. No one would object to appropriate development in an 
area of desperate need nor relevant use of a brown field site but the appropriate 
nature of the mix and impact needs greater attention. 
 
The scale and proposed height of the development appears in appropriate to the 
surroundings. Being on the edge of the Fens and with wide views from the 
surrounding areas sensitive design is a priority. The opportunity of creating high 
quality design in a sustainable community for the growth of the area in a positive 
framework should not be missed but the current proposals show little innovation in 
this form of development. 
 



Obviously the impact of traffic is a major concern. The number of dwellings and the 
traffic generation is wholly underestimated. The current state of travel access from 
this side of town is struggling currently. The impact of this scale of development with 
the additional development potential in addition will be huge and must be fully tested 
and considered before a development is give approval. Many different issues need to 
be considered, private car use, servicing, construction traffic, public transport, 
cycling, pedestrian access all have an integrated impact. This scale also should 
generate other creative thinking due to the timescales involved when private 
transportation could be transformed hugely over the coming years. 
 
The use of the road through Horningsea is currently a rat run for short cuts and easy 
access and causes traffic jams, unsafe roads due to speeding, air and noise pollution 
and is currently a concern. Any increase will cause a huge problem within 
Waterbeach, access to the station and the road through Horningsea to the A14.  
Horningsea is an unusual village of singular character so close to Cambridge. It 
contains buildings from many different eras including a conservation area and listed 
buildings and walls. It is a village that sits either side of the road rather than as side 
roads and any increase in the flow of traffic will basically bifurcate the village in two 
making access from side roads difficult and unsafe. It will make the use of the High 
Street untenable and unsafe for pedestrians and particularly young children where 
the village green and the playground both face on to this road. 
 
It's essential that a major traffic study is undertaken and a proper review of the A 10 
and it use be developed prior to any approval to building developmental. A wait and 
se and monitor approach is totally unrealistic and untenable. 
 
This application must be refused in its current status and a more fundamental review 
be taken with all relevant stakeholders ahead of a development of a design and 
appropriate supporting measures is established. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Jon Tollit 
Architect 
 
105. Norma Kay 
19, High Street, Cambridge, -, CB25 9JU 
 
In general I am very supportive of this application. Early indications are that it has 
been well planned; I do have some comments inevitably about infrastructure. There 
does not seem to be enough consideration of the impact on the A10. I also think it is 
a mistake not to link Waterbeach for motor cars. People have cars, many people cant 
or don’t want to cycle and this plan will increase traffic on A10 because local 
residents will, whatever they are saying now, want to connect to the new 
development.  
 
I wonder if any consideration has been given to retirement properties? I might have 
missed it but it would seem to be a good idea. 
 
I rather like the different heights of the buildings but I know it isn't popular.  
We have a thriving amateur dramatic group in Waterbeach, the Waterbeach Players , 
it would be great if they had a venue with grown-up chairs and a good stage. Just 
saying. 
 
I know I'm in the minority group but I like it so far and think it's quite exciting. 


