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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this document

1.1.1  On the 28™ of April 2023, Anglian Water Services Limited (“the Applicant”)
submitted an application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) (referred to
hereafter as the DCO application) for the Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant
Relocation Project (CWWTPRP) to the Secretary of State for the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA). The applicant was subsequently
accepted for examination on the 24™ of May 2023.

1.1.2  Following the acceptance of the DCO Application the Applicant commenced the
statutory consultation period under section 56 of the Planning Act 2008 which ran
from the 14" of June 2023 to 23.59pm on the 19 of July 2023. During this period a
total of 310 Relevant Representations were submitted to the Examining Authority
by Interested Parties, each of these have been reviewed with this document
providing the Applicants responses to each of the issues raised.

1.1.3 A breakdown of the 310 Relevant Representations are as follows:
e 6 representations from local planning authorities;
e 5 representations from parish councils;

e 8 representations from Statutory Parties defined within Regulation 3(a) of
the Infrastructure Planning (Interested Parties and Miscellaneous Prescribed
Provisions) Regulations 2015 (as amended);

e 60 representations from affected persons;
e 218 representations from members of the public/businesses; and

e 13 representations from other organisations.

1.2  Structure of this document

1.2.1 The issues raised within the Relevant Representations, and the Applicant’s
responses, have been set out in a series of tables. Whilst the Applicant
acknowledges every comment, only those requiring a specific response have been
set out in the table. The table has been structured to provide the comments and
then the Applicant’s response. Background information or statements of opinion
have not been included. This has been done to focus attention on the comments
and avoids a verbatim copy of each Relevant Representations.

1.2.2  For Local Authorities, Parish Councils and statutory bodies defined under
Regulation 3(a) of the Infrastructure Planning (Interested Parties and Miscellaneous
Prescribed Provisions) Regulations 2015 (as amended) individual response tables
have been provided in Section 3.
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1.2.3

1.2.4

For all other Interested Parties (persons with an interest in land as defined in
Regulation 3(b) of the of the Infrastructure Planning (Interested Parties and
Miscellaneous Prescribed Provisions) Regulations 2015), individual response tables
have been provided in Section 4.2.

Wider stakeholders, members of the public, businesses and community groups,
similar representations have been summarized according to key themes and a
summary response has been provided by the Applicant within Section 4.1. Where
similar representations have been grouped and summarised, the relevant
representation ID number has been listed ensuring all representations can be
identified. Save Honey Hill’s and the Marshall Groups Relevant Representations
have been responded to in full and can be seen in Section 4.2. Affected parties'
comments specifically regarding land and compulsory acquisition issues have been
answered in Section 4.3.
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2 Common Themes in Relevant Representations

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 The Applicant noted that many of the Relevant Representations presented
comments on the same issue or theme. These key themes are listed in Sections 2.2
to 2.6 below. The detail in these sections provides information regarding these
themes.

2.2 The need for the CWWTPR Project

2.2.1 The need for this project is set out in the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5)
[APP-166]. The North East Cambridge Area Action Plan (NECAAP) ‘Chronology’
report July 2021 provides a summary chronology of evidence that has assessed in
the period between 1989 and 2021 on the feasibility of redeveloping the existing
Cambridge WWTP, either on the current site (through consolidation) or elsewhere.
The chronology includes reference to the relevant development plans in place or
being prepared at the time of those feasibility exercises, including the emerging
NECAAP. The Chronology report establishes that the feasibility of consolidation and
relocation has been tested through previous masterplans, the 2006 examination of
the Cambridge Local Plan, and the 2014 Issues & Options Report. The 2019 Issues &
Options Report did not revisit this topic, but relied on the fact that the HIF funding
(see HIF Grant Funding Agreement (GDA) (App Doc Ref 9.8 included in the
Applicant's submission at Deadline 1) was available for the relocation of the
existing Cambridge WWTP would address the feasibility of redeveloping the area.

2.2.2  The Chronology report references the four options explored in the 2014 Issues &
Options Strategic Assessment (Main Report) (see the Planning Statement (App Doc
Ref 7.5) [APP-166], as follows. Retention of existing businesses and the Cambridge
WWTP (Options 1 and 2), retention of the Cambridge WWTP but reconfigured onto
a smaller site, with more indoor or contracted operations, subject to technical,
financial and operational deliverability (Option 3) and relocation off site, subject to
identification of a suitable, viable and deliverable alternative site being identified
(Option 4).

2.2.3  The papers and evidence base considered by the Councils before approving the
Regulation 19 version of the NECAAP between 30 November 2021 and 11 January
2022 (as referred to in paragraph 2.3.14 of the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref
7.5) [APP-166] include the NECAAP — Sustainability Appraisal November 2021 that
considers whether there are reasonable alternatives to development of the North
East Cambridge (NEC) site.

2.2.4  Section 4 ‘Area Action Plan and Reasonable Alternatives’ of the NECAAP
Sustainability Appraisal November 2021 contains a description of the likely effects
of the options for the overall development of the NEC site, having regard to
different assumptions relating to the existing Cambridge WWTP. It refers to the
NECAAP being prepared on the assumption that the existing Cambridge WWTP will
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be relocated, that reasonable alternative locations for the proposed WWTP are
outside the scope of the NECAAP (and the emerging GCLP) and, therefore, outside
the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal. It goes on to say “the preferred location
for the proposed WWTP will be taken into consideration when determining the
cumulative effects of the Local Plan and NEC AAP”.

2.2.5 As part of the feasibility assessments referred to above, the Applicant has been
consulted and has responded to questions relating to the practical, operational and
financial feasibility of the options being considered. In particular, reference is made
in the Chronology report to Anglian Water’s involvement in the Cambridge
Northern Fringe Illustrative Master Plan 2003 — 2004, its evidence as recorded in
the Cambridge Local Plan Inspectors Report (2006), the Cambridge Northern Fringe
East Viability of Planning Options (May 2008), the Cambridge Northern Fringe East
Area Action Plan (AAP) Issues & Options and accompanying Interim Sustainability
Report 2014 and the inputs provided by the Applicant to the application and
business case for Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Bid submissions in 2017 —2019.
See the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [APP-166] for more details.

2.2.6  These inputs by the Applicant are summarised in a letter from the Applicant to
Greater Cambridge Shared Planning dated 24 March 2021. The letter responded to
a request made in the context of the preparation of the Chronology Report in
advance of approving the Regulation 19 version of the NECAAP to provide
information on what feasibility work was undertaken as part of the HIF application
in the period 2018 — 2020 which specifically looked at the option of downsizing /
consolidation of the existing WWTP on its existing site.

2.2.7  Evidence supporting the emerging Greater Cambridge Local Plan (GCLP) is clear
that NEC is the most sustainable location for strategic scale development within
Greater Cambridge. A critical finding in the climate change evidence that assessed
spatial options for the GCLP, which is key in determining the proposed
development strategy, is that location is the biggest factor for carbon emissions,
dincluding the quality of access to public transport, active and low carbon travel
modes, plus the need to travel regularly ((GCLP Strategic Spatial Options
Assessment: Carbon Emissions Supplement, November 2020[1] page 12) (see the
Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [APP-166]).

2.2.8 The preferred strategy, therefore, focuses growth at a range of the best performing
locations in terms of minimising trips by car, as demonstrated by the GCLP
Transport Evidence (October 2021)[2]. In terms of non-car mode shares and car
trips per dwelling, the Transport Evidence concludes that development at NEC is
the best performing location considered (page xviii and section 14.3).

2.2.9 The NECAAP Sustainability Appraisal November 2021 records the HIF business case
concluded that even if consolidation into the north eastern portion of the existing
Cambridge WWTP site could have been achieved, at best this would release circa
40% of the existing operational area, but the area released would be constrained
by operational needs and odour safeguarding. The Appraisal also records this
would result in only 16 hectares of potentially developable land becoming
available. Due to the odour constraints, development of the released land would
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only be suitable for industrial or commercial use, and the overall quantum enabled
would be minimal.

2.2.10 The £227m of HIF funding is to be used to relocate the existing Cambridge WWTP
and for decommissioning works necessary to take the existing plant out of
operational use and to surrender its current operational permits. This would
address the major market failure to unlock development and allowing, through
Cambridge’s strong property market and underlying land values, conventional
developer funding and planning to deliver the physical, environmental and social
infrastructure that will underpin the housing delivery. Without this full HIF funding,
the infrastructure scheme will not be delivered and the delivery of 8,350 homes,
together with associated mixed uses and infrastructure cannot be realised.

2.2.11 The consequences, therefore, of not relocating the existing Cambridge WWTP are
likely to be a significant reduction in the potential delivery of homes in NEC. This
would be contrary to the objectives currently contained within the emerging joint
GCLP. Since the enlarged NECAAP area (from the adopted 2018 Local Plans) is a key
component of future pipeline of housing and other development supply in the new
plan period to 2041, loss of the full development potential of this area is likely to
have a significant effect on the Local Plan. The inability to provide housing (and
associated community and cultural facilities) would prevent the achievement of the
NECAAP aim to rebalance an employment-dominated part of Cambridge, achieving
a sustainable mix of housing, work, retail and leisure and reducing the need to
travel by exploiting its proximity to sustainable transport infrastructure including
the guided busway, Cambridge North Station, cycling infrastructure and walking
routes.

2.3 Development within the Green Belt

2.3.1  The Applicant’s response to ExQ1.11.1 provides a detailed breakdown of the extent
of the draft Order Limits which fall within and outside Green Belt, and the area of
land within the Green Belt which constitutes inappropriate development. In Section
6.2 of the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [AS-166] the Applicant has set out
the Very Special Circumstances case of the Proposed Development within the
Green Belt. This also includes an explanation of how the Proposed Development
complies with national and local planning policies on development within the
Green Belt. Paragraph 4.8.34 sets out those elements of the proposed
development which fall within the exceptions at paragraph 150 of the NPPF.
Paragraphs 6.2.6 to 6.2.12 the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [AS-166] detail
the assessment of sites, the suitability of the chosen site, and outlines the lack of
alternative sites available. Site selection and consideration of alternatives is also
summarised in ES Chapter 3 Site Selection and Alternatives (App Doc Ref 5.2.3) [AS-
018].

2.3.2  The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115] outlines how the Applicant
consulted the local communities and residents and responded to their feedback.
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2.4 Carbon assessment

2.4.1  Environmental Statement Chapter 10 — Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [AS-042]
provides an assessment of carbon emissions and proposed mitigation measures for
the land use changes, decommissioning of the existing Cambridge WWTP,
construction of the Proposed Development (including embedded carbon in
materials) and the operation of the Proposed Development.

2.4.2  The Application does not include the demolition of the existing Cambridge WWTP
or its redevelopment for low carbon housing and employment uses, which will be
approved through a separate planning permission. Carbon impacts associated with
these activities are, therefore, not assessed in the Environmental Statement, but
they are considered in a high-level Strategic Carbon Assessment which
accompanies the Application (App Doc Ref (7.5.2) [AS-207].

2.5 Proposed Development and Landscape Design

2.5.1 The following application documents outline how the design of the proposed
development and landscaping scheme was developed, taking account of
consultation feedback, including from local residents, and assessed for landscape
and visual effects and mitigation measures.

e Design and Access Statement (App Doc Ref 7.6) [AS-168]

e Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management Plan (LERMP) (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]

e Environmental Statement Chapter 15 Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc
Ref 5.2.15) [AS-034]

e Environmental Statement Volume 4 Chapter 15 Appendix 15.1 Photomontages
(App Doc Ref 5.4.15.1) [APP-127]

e Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115]

2.5.2  The specification for the establishment and growth of the planting has not yet been
detailed. Requirement 7 (Detailed Design), and Requirement 11 (LERMP) within
Schedule 2 of Draft DCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] require details to be submitted
to, and approved by, the relevant planning authority. These details include, but are
not limited to, the layout, scale, design and external appearance of any plant and
buildings, landscape planting, highway design, details of electric vehicle parking
provision. The details submitted must include an explanation of how they accord
with the design objectives set out in section 11 of Design and Access Statement
(App Doc Ref 7,6) [AS-168] or an explanation of why this is not reasonably
practicable. Collectively these would include further details on the design of the
earth bank and specifications in relation to planting.

2.5.3  The monitoring of the earth bank for a minimum of 30 years as part of the
biodiversity net gain (BNG) obligation is included in the LERMP. This commitment is
also secured by Requirement 11 in Schedule 2 of the draft DCO (App Doc Ref 2.1)
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[AS-139] which requires a detailed landscape ecological and recreational
management plan to be submitted to, and approved by, the relevant planning
authority.

2.6 Traffic Management

2.6.1 The impacts of construction and operational traffic have been carefully considered
within the design and traffic management measures for the Proposed
Development, as outlined below.

Operational Traffic Management

2.6.2  The Operational Workers Travel Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.8) [APP-149] sets out
measures to encourage sustainable travel and reduce single occupancy private
vehicle use associated with all operation and maintenance activities with the
overall aim of reducing vehicle trip and encouraging active travel. Sections 5 and 6
of this Travel Plan outline the operational traffic movements of the existing
Cambridge WWTP and the proposed WWTP, respectively.

Construction Traffic Management

2.6.3  Environmental Statement Chapter 19 Appendix 19.7 Construction Traffic
Management Plan (CTMP) (5.4.19.7) [AS-109] has been prepared to outline the
traffic management measures to be implemented for the Proposed Development
during the construction phase. Measures to reduce the impact of construction on
the A14 and surrounding roads include the following.

e Specified arrival and departure routes for construction traffic as set out in Section
4.1, Table 4-1 of the CTMP which avoid routing through local roads where possible.

e All deliveries are to be planned outside of peak hours (8am-9am, 3-4pm and 5-6pm
Monday to Friday), unless it is determined to be essential that the delivery is to be
completed during these hours (Section 4.2, Paragraph 4.2.5 and Section 6.4 of the
CTMP).

e Commitment to, and compliance with, safety measures and requirements for the
Fleet Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS) and Construction Logistics & Community
Safety (CLOCS) (Section 6.2 of the CTMP).

e Temporary speed restrictions to Horningsea Road will be put in place in accordance
with the Temporary Traffic Regulation Order set out in Article 16 of the draft DCO
(App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] for the duration of the works (Section 6.9, Paragraph
6.9.3 of the CTMP).

2.6.4  Asdefined in Schedule 2, Part 1, of the draft DCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139],
Requirement 9 requires a CTMP for each phase of the Proposed Development to be
submitted and approved alongside the CEMP for such phase. The Applicant,
therefore, is committed to implementing the CTMP controls and also has the
opportunity to update the CTMP, in collaboration with the relevant highways
authorities, so that it reflects any concerns raised on the mitigation strategies.
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3  Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations from Regulation 3(a) Local
Authorities, Parish Councils and Statutory Parties

3.1 Local Authorities

Table 3-1 East Cambridgeshire District Council (RR-003)

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment
1. Impact on highways

2. Visual Impact

3. Biodiversity Impact

4. Public benefit of the scheme

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant acknowledges these are East Cambridgeshire
District Council’s areas of concern and these topics are
assessed/ described in the following.

1. ES Chapter 19 Traffic and Transport (App Doc Ref
5.2.19) [AS-038], Appendix 19.3 Transport Assessment
[AS- 108a-108b].

2. ES Chapter Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref
5.2.15) [AS-034]

3. ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]

4. Planning Statement (section 2.2) (App Doc Ref 7.5) [AS-
129] describes what the Proposed Development will
deliver including, at paragraph 2.2.17, a list of the
benefits that will result from the scheme (Proposed
Development).
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Table 3-2 South Cambridgeshire District Council (RR-004)

Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Introduction | As set out below the District Council’s position in overall The Applicant welcomes the District Council’s support.
3. terms is that of support for the DCO application subject to

the resolution of a number of matters and subject more
specifically to the assessment of the ExA and the
determination by the Secretary of State of the DCO
application in light of the ExA’s report and
recommendation.

Development | The DCO application correctly highlights the District The Applicant acknowledges the support and confirms the DCO
Plan Context | Council’s and the Cambridge City Council’s shared long- application will help South Cambridgeshire District Council
9. &10. held ambition to regenerate the part of the city within achieve their long-held ambition to regenerate that part of the
which the existing plant is located (the CWWTP site’). Over | city where the existing plant is located. The need for this
the past 20 years the CWWTP site and surrounding area project is set out in the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5)
has been promoted through consecutive statutory [APP166].
planning policy documents for redevelopment, to make
the most of the Greater Cambridge area’s sustained See section 2 above regarding the need for the Proposed
economic growth and, more recently, the investment in Development, covering the option of consolidating the existing

sustainable transport provision that serves the North East | Cambridge WWTP.
Cambridge area.

As further outlined in the DCO application (See Planning
Statement, doc 7.5), such ambition has not been able to be
realised to date due to the cost of relocation of the
CWWTP rendering the proposal unviable. The existing
CWWTP also constrains development in the surrounding
area due to the odour contours around the plant. The
option of consolidation on site has been put to Anglian
Water (the applicant) in the past but this was dismissed by
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

them as not being technically feasible due to the need to
maintain the operational capacity of the existing plant
during construction. Further, consolidation would only
realise the release of limited land, as the redevelopment
potential created by this option would continue to be
constrained by odour, hours of operation etc. The current
submission is instead a result of a funding bid submitted
under the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) aimed at
unlocking new housing growth opportunities.
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Applicant’s Response

NPPF and
Green Belt
Policy 29.

The District Council notes that under the 2008 Act local
development plan policy as well as national policy (set out
in the NPPF) has a different role in respect of the
assessment of future development than under the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 and the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (see NPPF para 59).

A review of compliance with national and local planning policy
is presented in the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5)
[APP-166], and a Planning Statement NPSWW Accordance
Table, Planning Statement NPPF Accordance Table and
Planning Statement Local Policies Accordance Tables, all of
which are part of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1.

NPPF and
Green Belt
Policy 33.

The proposed new ReCWWTP, as it amounts to new built
development, constitutes “inappropriate development” in
the Green Belt as defined by the NPPF [para 149] and in
the view of the District Council does not meet any of the
exceptions to that definition in NPPF 149 and 150. It is
therefore by definition harmful to the Green Belt and
requires demonstration of very special circumstances.

The Applicant refers the stakeholder to section 2.3 above.

NPPF and
Green Belt
Policy 34.

The District Council notes that the applicant considers that
a “number of the elements of the project... fall within the
exceptions listed at paragraph 150 of the NPPF” (ref
Planning Statement (DOC ref.7.5 [4.8.34]. This is on the
basis that these elements “preserve the openness of the
green belt and do not conflict with the purposes of
including land in the Green Belt” (see NPPF 151). The

The Applicant’s justification for considering these elements of
the project falling within the exceptions listed at paragraph
150 of the NPPF is outlined in the Planning Statement (App
Doc Ref 7.5) [APP-166].
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
elements listed are “the transfer tunnels, proposed access
roads to the WWTP and connecting infrastructure and the
discharge point”.
NPPF and The applicant submits that the access roads are “local The Applicant considers that the site selection process has led
Green Belt transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a to a Green Belt location being chosen for the proposed
Policy 35. requirement for a Green Belt location” 4.8.34]. The WWTP, it follows that the access roads are required to be in
District Council considers that even if it were accepted the Green Belt. The Planning Statement Green Belt
that the access roads require a Green Belt location, the Assessment (App Doc Ref (7.5.3) [APP-207] states, at
application still needs to satisfy the other part of the NPPF | paragraph 5.1.4, that the new junction on Horningsea Road for
exception test which requires they ‘preserve its openness | the access road to the proposed WWTP has been located
and do on the basis not conflict with the purposes of opposite the A14 eastbound off-slip road to minimise the
including land within ..[the Green Belt]’ (NPPF paragraph urbanizing influence of a new road junction on Horningsea
150).1t is therefore the District Council’s view that the ExA | Road. The vegetation belt along Horningsea Road between
will need to satisfy itself on this specific matter Low Fen Drove Way and the bridge over the A14 would be
reinstated and strengthened to screen the new junction from
further north along Horningsea Road, reducing the impact on
the contribution of the proposed WW(TP site in preserving the
setting of Cambridge (Cambridge Purpose 2).
Biodiversity The District Council has considered the Biodiversity Net The Applicant disagrees that a solution is yet to be presented.
36. & 37. Gain (BNG) report at Appendix 8.13 [Doc ref 5.4.8.13] and | The Applicant is committed to achieving 20% gain in river units

the Biodiversity Chapter of the ES [Doc ref.5.2.8]. The
outcome of the calculation shows that all three measures
(habitat, hedgerow, and river) will achieve a net gain in
measurable biodiversity when applied to areas within the
redline boundary. However, the report also recognises
that there are “trading down” issues relating to the
approximately 3% net gain in river units.

and this is outlined in Appendix C of the ES Appendix 8.13
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-
163].

The Applicant notes that, in relation to trading down, in
Chapter 5.3 of Appendix 8.13 of the BNG Report (Doc ref
5.4.8.13) [AS-163] it states that the design will result in the
trading down due to a small net unit loss of two high
distinctiveness habitat types, these are: Wetland — reedbeds

11
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The report recommends that an offsite solution to the
river unit is found and that a further 17% of measurable
net gain is acquired. The District Council considers that
this is acceptable in principle, but a solution is yet to be
presented by the applicants. Once agreed, this should be
secured through a section 106 planning obligation
pursuant to the 1990 Act.

love evexy) dvop Q
anglian o

Applicant’s Response

and Rivers — other rivers and streams. This is due to the
location of the proposed new outfall on the river Cam which
will result in riparian encroachment. Measures to avoid
trading down and achieve an increase in net gain for river
units are outlined in Appendix C of the BNG Report: Outline
River Units Net Gain Strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163]
at 1.2.2: ‘In order to achieve a 20% BNG on river units the
following is required:

. 0.03 BNG river units delivered on the river Cam (or a
river/watercourse in Cambridgeshire) to deliver on ‘high
distinctiveness’; and

. 1.75 BNG units delivered via the creation of at least
227m of ditches which hold water all year.’

The majority of the river BNG units are to be delivered within
the Order Limits as the creation of 227m of ditches shown in
Figure 1 of Appendix C of the BNG Report: Outline River Units
Net Gain Strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163]. This leaves
0.03 BNG high distinctiveness river units to be delivered off-
site and so outside of the Order Limits because there are no
opportunities to deliver these within the Order Limits due to
the existing uses in the area (public access, boating, angling).

In relation to securing a solution for offsite units, as stated in
paragraph 1.4.3 of Appendix C of the BNG Report: Outline
River Units Net Gain Strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163],
‘River unit credits are not currently available on the market,

12
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Applicant’s Response

but are likely to be in the near future. A requirement within
Schedule 2 of the Draft DCO requires a detailed written scheme
for the 0.03 BNG high distinctiveness river unit delivery prior to
the commencement of the works at the proposed outfall (Work
Area 32)." Local opportunities are being identified by the
Applicant to align the timing of their delivery with the Works
Plan 32 (see Works Plans (App Doc Ref 4.3) [AS-150] draft DCO
requirement).

The Applicant has amended requirement 10(6)(e) (App Doc
Ref 2.1 Revision 5) to ensure that 20% BNG in respect of river
units is delivered. The requirement now reads:

“(6) The detailed operational outfall management and
monitoring plan submitted for approval must accord with the
measures set out in the outline outfall management and
monitoring plan relating to the operation of the outfall and
must include-

(e) details of measures for the achievement of twenty percent
biodiversity net gain comprising river units within or outside of
the Order limits”

Some consequential amendments have been made to
requirement 11(2).

The Applicant considers a DCO requirement is appropriate at
this stage and not to cover this point in a section 106
agreement. This is because the requirement sufficiently

13
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Applicant’s Response

secures the overall delivery of 20% BNG and is able to cover
the potential for on- and off-site provision, if necessary (where
off-site delivery would be secured in the future at the
appropriate time through various mechanisms). If it was
included in a section 106 agreement now, it would need to be
drafted now with a very narrow scope where it is difficult and
unnecessary to refine the detail of delivering the units.

The likelihood of river units coming forward is now high as
there are viable projects available due to the BNG market
demand developing since the Application was submitted.
There are a growing number of viable projects which the
Applicant is actively seeking out. A record of the outcome of
these discussions will be set out in the Statement of Common
Ground with the LPA. The Applicant has worked with them to
confirm an agreed position. In the event a viable river unit
opportunity did not materialise, the Applicant would ensure
delivery by widening the geographical area of search for
opportunities to deliver the BNG units.

The Applicant will update the ES Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity
Net Gain (BNG) Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] for
Deadline 2.

Biodiversity
38.

In respect of the ES Chapter 8: Biodiversity, the District
Council notes Table 2-8 and expects to require further
clarification on specific details directly in relation to this
with the applicant ahead of the examination

The Applicant notes this potential request and is happy to
provide any further clarifications in the continued Biodiversity
Technical Working Group or during ongoing preparation of the
Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs) and record the
outcomes in the relevant SoCG.

14
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Biodiversity The District Council has not had an opportunity to The Applicant has provided unredacted copies of these

39. consider the following documents due to confidentiality documents directly to the District Council. The Applicant
issues resulting in a delay with them being shared welcomes the opportunity to discuss any queries the District
following the submission of the DCO application. Council may have regarding these documents. Any relevant

record of the outcome of these discussions will be recorded in

e Appendix 8.4: Ornithology Baseline Technical Appendix | the Statement of Common Ground.
¢ Appendix 8.8: Badger Technical Appendix

Biodiversity In addition to the above, a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal | The Applicant has now provided a copy of Appendix 8.1:

40. undertaken in 2020 has been referenced in several Aguatic Technical Appendices, Appendix 8.11 Great Crested
appendices (e.g., Appendix 8.1: Aquatic Technical Newt Baseline Technical Appendix, which is available in the
Appendices, Appendix 8.11 Great Crested Newt Baseline Examination Library (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.23) [AS-072].
Technical Appendix. This has not however been
submitted, either as the original document, or an updated
version.

Climate The District Council also agrees with the future baseline of | The Applicant thanks the District Council for its confirmation

Resilience 2090’s (2090- 2099), reflecting the fact the project has no | that it agrees with the future baseline and emissions scenario

45. definitive end of life. The use of the highest emissions used in the climate change assessment.

scenario available, ensuring assessment is carried out on
the ‘worst-case scenario’ is also supported. However, the
District Council considers this should align with the climate
scenarios used to predict the operational carbon
emissions of the site to ensure consistency. It does not
currently do so

In terms of ensuring this is aligned with the climate scenarios
used to predict the operational carbon emissions of the
proposed WWTPR, different climate scenarios and data have
been used for two different purposes within the Carbon and
Climate Resilience assessments. This is in line with industry
guidance.

For ES Chapter 10: Carbon (5.2.10) [APP-042], UK Government
projections for grid electricity decarbonisation are used to
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Applicant’s Response

inform operational carbon calculations. For the ES Chapter 9:
Climate Resilience (App Doc Ref 5.2.9) [APP-041], climate
change scenarios and projection data on temperatures and
precipitation changes have been used to identify future
climate conditions and weather extremes, for the purposes of
identifying future impacts to the development and its
operation. These different data are not commonly applicable
to the two assessments, so climate scenarios and data most
appropriate to each have been used.

Climate
Resilience
47.

Secondary mitigating measures mainly focus on
management plans which look at monitoring and
management of impacts during the operational phase.
The District Council agrees that these should be excluded
from the assessment. However, the management plans

outline more responsive measures rather than pro-active.

It is important, in the District Council’s view, that they are
secured either by way of a requirement or S106
agreement given the role they play in ensuring the
proposed ReCWWTP and its claimed improve resilience
are fully delivered when the plant is operational.

The Applicant notes the District Council’s comments on
whether proactive mitigation measures should be included
within the management plans.

The Applicant refers to the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
which includes a series of requirements (these are similar to
planning conditions). The Applicant refers to Figure 2.1 within
the mitigation tracker (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.6) [AS-055] which
identifies mitigation and how the mitigations are secured.

In relation to proactive measures the Applicant considers
these are specified within Section 2.8 of the ES Chapter 9:
Climate Resilience (App Doc Ref 5.2.9) [APP-041]. This sets out
the embedded mitigation measures that have been part of the
design of the Proposed Development and have been
considered within the assessment. For example, designing the
surface water drainage system to account for storm events
with an allowance for climate change.

16




Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

love evexy) dvop Q
anglian o

Applicant’s Response

The dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] includes a number of
requirements related to the delivery of embedded mitigation
measures referenced in the ES, which are as follows.

Requirement 7 (Detailed design) places a specific
requirement for each phase of the authorised
development to commence once design details have
been approved in writing by the relevant planning
authority. These details include, but are not limited to,
the layout, scale, design and external appearance of
any plant and buildings, landscape planting, highway
design, details of electric vehicle parking provision. The
details submitted must include an explanation of how
they accord with the design objectives set out in section
11 of the design and access statement or an
explanation of why this is not reasonably practicable.

Requirement 15 (Drainage) requires a drainage strategy
that sets out the permanent drainage measures to be
provided as part of that phase has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the relevant planning
authority. Each detailed drainage strategy must accord
with the measures set out in the drainage strategy in so
far as they apply to the works in the relevant phase,
and each phase must be carried out in accordance with
the approved detailed drainage strategy.

The measures set out in the management plans supplement
the embedded mitigation but are responsive because they
relate to the operation of the scheme, rather than the design

17
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of the scheme. These secondary mitigation measures are
included in the assessment in ES Chapter 9: Climate Resilience
(App Doc Ref 5.2.9) [APP-041].

The dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] includes several
requirements in relation to the preparation and
implementation of detailed management plans, as follows.

e Requirement 8 requires works to be in accordance with
the code of construction practice.

e Requirement 9 (a) (i to xii) and (b) (i to xiv) places a
specific obligation in relation to the preparation of
construction environment management plans.

e Requirement 10 places a specific requirement for the
preparation of plan in relation to measures at the
outfall.

e Requirement 11 (3) specifies that construction and
operation of the authorised development must be
carried out in accordance with the approved detailed
LERMP.

e Requirement 18 specifies the need for an operational
asset management plan to be approved by the relevant
planning authority.

e Requirement 20 specifies the requirement for a
detailed odour management plan to be submitted to
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Applicant’s Response

and approved in writing by the relevant planning
authority.

e Where operational controls are required under existing
regulations (such as the Environmental Permitting

Regime), the Applicant considers there is no need for a
section 106 agreement.

Taking into account the requirements within the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]. and the controls under existing
regulation. there is no need for a section 106 agreement in
relation to management plans.

Climate The District Council notes the elements that have been The Applicant asserts that it is appropriate for ES Chapter 9:
Resilience scoped out of the assessment [para.2.7 and Table 2.8 of Climate Resilience (App Doc Ref 5.2.9) [APP-041] to consider
48. Climate Resilience chapter of the ES] including the operational phase only, since climate change will not have

construction and decommissioning. At this stage, it is the
District Council’s view that decommissioning of the

proposed ReCWWTP should be included as part of the
assessment.

a discernible difference between the present-day and the
construction timeframe in the 2020s. Any impacts arising from
severe weather events during the construction phase will be
managed by standard current construction practices, including
measures in the Appendix 2.1 of the Part A of the Code of
Construction Practice (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] and
Appendix 2.2 of Part B of the Code of Construction Practice
(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.2) [AS-161] which will be implemented
through an approved CEMP.

Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the Code of Construction Practice.
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Applicant’s Response
Decommissioning the proposed WWTP

The Applicant refers to paragraph 5.4.27 of the Scoping Report
(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.2) [APP-080] which sets out that ‘the
decommissioning of the proposed WWTP is not assessed in the
EIA because there is currently no intention to decommission the
proposed WWTP at any point in the future; it is more likely that
further upgrades would be undertaken as required, to maintain
treatment capacity in the catchment in perpetuity. Within this
period, mechanical and electrical equipment would however
require maintenance and as such, units such as electrical panels
or pumps within buildings would have a shorter design life of
between 10 and 20 years. Space for possible future expansion
has been allowed for within the WWTP and STC operational
areas’.

In the scoping opinion, PINS were of the opinion that “....there
is at least the potential for future decommissioning of the
Proposed Development and that as such, this requires a
description of likely decommissioning solutions to the extent
that they can be foreseen (eg the extent of removal of above
ground infrastructure and any landscaping etc).

In relation to this point the Applicant refers to the ES Chapter 2
(App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] which included section 6.3
‘Future decommissioning of the proposed WWTP’. This section
explains that:
e There are no plans to decommission any part of the
proposed WWTP
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e The proposed WWTP Is designed to accommodate
future flows until the end of the current local plan
period (2041)

e That to accommodate anticipated flows into the 2080s
and 2090s this would be by expansion, modification,
enhancement and optimisation of the proposed WWTP
infrastructure that is within the earth bank.

e The only circumstances where the proposed WWTP
might need to be decommissioned would be if the city
of Cambridge was expanded into the Green Belt
surrounding the proposed WWTP. This is considered to
be a sufficiently unlikely scenario that it does not need
to be addressed. In the unlikely event that this might
occur, it would be subject to a separate planning
process and assessment at the time.

Decommissioning of the proposed WWTP would be likely to
follow a reverse sequence of construction and commissioning,
along broadly similar lines as set out in the ES Chapter 2
Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] for the
proposed and existing Cambridge WWTP.

Carbon 51. The elements that have been scoped out, including The Applicant thanks the District Council for its broad

52. construction and decommissioning are agreed subject to agreement on the elements that have been scoped out.

issues raised below. It is considered in general terms
however that a clear rationale has been provided to
support the applicant’s approach.

In paragraph 2.4.4 of ES Chapter 10 Carbon (App Doc Ref
5.2.10) [APP-042] the Applicant explains that the Application
does not include the demolition of the existing facility or its
redevelopment for low carbon housing and employment uses,
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The District Council notes considerable public discourse on
this issue and considers that the following matters should
be explored and recommends the ExA seek their
resolution:

-Decommissioning of the proposed WWTP has been
excluded from the carbon assessment due to the long
lifespan of the development. It is noted that there are no
proposals for decommissioning before 2050 making
attempts to quantify carbon emissions associated with
this difficult. Although the District Council agrees that
quantifying these emissions would be a best estimation,
the implications of decommissioning should form part of
the whole life carbon assessment.

-The District Council acknowledges that the proposed
CWWTP development is designed for a long working life
with the ability to adapt and expand in the future. This is
positive from a climate resilience perspective, but
consideration should be made for quantifying the carbon
impact of possible future expansion plans. Although it is
assumed that expansion plans would be subject to
separate planning applications if and when required, the
District Council recommends a section should be included
within the whole life carbon assessment relating to future
development of the site and the potential carbon
emissions resulting from this as this may impact on the
deliverability of net zero aspirations.

Applicant’s Response

which will be approved through a separate planning
permission. Carbon impacts associated with these activities
are therefore not assessed in this chapter of the
environmental statement, but they are considered the
Strategic Carbon Assessment which accompanies the
Application (App Doc Ref 7.5.2) [AS-206].

In relation to decommissioning of the proposed WWTP,
paragraph 2.9.8 of ES Chapter 10: Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10)
[APP-042] states that decommissioning and demolition of the
Proposed Development has not been quantified. This is
because future forecasts of emissions are subject to broad
assumptions and a high degree of uncertainty. There are no
proposals to decommission the Proposed Development before
2050. It is anticipated that a future decommissioning exercise
would likely take place in a world where low carbon plant and
activities are commonplace.

The ES Chapter 10 Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042] is
based on the Proposed Development as it stands and does not
consider potential future changes which would be subject to
separate assessment and planning process. Further expansion
beyond the Proposed Development is dependent on numerous
factors including, but not limited to, population change,
legislative change, technological advancement, leak
management within the catchment. It is, therefore, not
reasonable to complete further estimates on unknown future
expansion scenarios.
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Applicant’s Response

The outline Carbon Management Plan (CMP) (App Doc Ref
5.4.9.2) [AS 067] states that the Applicant will continue to
monitor and report its annual operational footprint in line with
its regulatory reporting requirements. The outline CMP (App
Doc Ref 5.4.9.2) [AS 067] provides an outline of how the
Applicant intends to achieve operational net zero emissions
over the lifetime of the Proposed Development. It is a live plan
that will be updated to a more detailed plan over time,
covering updates on decisions that will impact operational
emissions of the Proposed Development.

Carbon 56.

The District Council considers that the proposed mitigating
measures set out at [para.2.9] are adequate. These
measures focus on development design, in line with the
target to deliver a net zero carbon development. The
District Council considers carbon should be a primary
metric of the evaluation process during the development
design.

The Applicant notes the District Council considers carbon
should be a primary metric of the evaluation process during
development design. The Applicant has considered a number
of factors in developing the design of the Proposed
Development, of which carbon is one.

The Applicant refers to Requirement 7 (Detailed Design, (2)) in
the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] which requires details to
be submitted and must include an explanation of how they
accord with the design objectives set out in section 11 of the
design and access statement or an explanation of why this is
not reasonably practicable.

Objectives 7.1, 7.2 and 7.10 within section 11 of the Design and
Access Statement (App Doc Ref 7.6) [APP-208] relate to the
carbon. Through the design approval process, the local
planning authority will be provided with further details
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demonstrating how carbon has been considered during the
detailed development of design.
Carbon 57. Whilst the use of the “Rochdale envelope" parameters by | The Applicant notes the comment and looks forward to
the applicant as part of this DCO process is appropriate, continuing close dialogue with the District Council on the
the District Council is of the view that it is essential to ongoing design development for the Proposed Development.
ensure that the DCO drafting allows for a continual
process of refinement of information and data provided to | The Applicant refers to the dDCO Requirement 7 (Detailed
the District Council. As the scheme moves towards design) in the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]. This
detailed design, the most accurate information should be | Requirement places a specific requirement on the Applicant for
made available to inform the development. each phase of the authorised development to commence only
when design details have been approved in writing by the
relevant planning authority. These include, but are not limited
to, the layout, scale, design and external appearance of any
plant and buildings, landscape planting, highway design, details
of electric vehicle parking provision. The details submitted
must include an explanation of how they accord with the
design objectives set out in section 11 of the Design and Access
Statement (App Doc Ref 7.6) [APP-208] or an explanation of
why this is not reasonably practicable.
Through the design approval process the local planning
authority will be provided with detailed information and data.
Community In respect of the Public Rights of Way the District Council The Applicant refers the stakeholder to its answer to ExQ.1
60. 61. notes that that the extension to the B1047 does not 7.24.

include equestrian use. The District Council considers that
if the public benefit of the proposals is to be fully realised,
it would be beneficial to include bridleway use as part of
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this circular route which would connect to new
developments at Marleigh as well as Cambridge.
In respect of the proposed new bridleway, the Applicant does
In addition, in terms of equestrian interests, the extent of | not consider this should be part of the biodiversity and
the proposed new bridleway as part of the disused railway | landscape enhancements or form part of the LERMP (App Doc
[Appendix 8.1.4 of Chapter 8 of ES] need to be considered. | Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]. The Applicant is merely seeking to
This should also form part of the biodiversity and change the status of the existing trackway to a bridleway to
landscape enhancements of this part of the area facilitate connectivity.
[para.3.4.11 of the LERMP].
Community The District Council wishes to ensure that adequate The Applicant refers to the ES Chapter 2 Project Description
62. provision is made within the DCO to ensure cycle use by (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034], specifically paragraphs 2.9.5,

employees of the proposed CWWTP.

3.8.20 and 3.8.24, where it outlines the improvement of the
cycle ways to the Proposed Development and Table 2-23
which sets out the provision for 50 cycle parking spaces and
indicates the inclusion of a segregated pedestrian and cycle
access to the Proposed Development.

The Applicant refers to paragraphs 3.2.5, 7.2.1 and all of
sections 9, 10,11 and 12 of ES Volume 4 Chapter 19 Appendix
19.8 Operational Workers Travel Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.8)
[APP-149] which sets out how the Applicant intends to
encourage active travel to the Proposed Development.

Under Requirement 12 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
a detailed operational workers travel plan must be submitted
to, and approved in writing by, the relevant planning authority.
The detailed operational workers travel plan must accord with
the measures set out in the operational worker travel plan ES
Volume 4 Chapter 19 Appendix 19.8 Operational Workers
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Travel Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.8) [APP-149]. Through this
approval process, the Applicant will agree the details of the
plan with the LPA. As a result, the Applicant considers this
response addresses this comment.

Community
63.

The District Council also wishes to ensure that the ExA is
able to assess the impact of the recreational pressure on
the Low Fen Drove grassland and hedges County Wildlife
Site referred to in the LERMP [DOC ref.3.4.9. Para 3.4.11
considers the potential mitigation measures but this may
not be sufficient to redirect footfall as this route is heavily
trafficked.

The Applicant notes the comments and confirms that, para
3.4.11 of the LERMP (Doc ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] states that
‘path layout and boundary treatment as well as signage and
interpretation boards will be used to divert footfall pressure
away from the Low Fen Drove Way Grasslands and Hedges
CWS’. Boundary treatment either side of paths within the
landscape masterplan area is an effective mitigation against
footfall away from defined paths. This type of measure is used
successfully at many nature reserves and within the grounds
of National Trust properties, such as Anglesey Abbey (which is
a CWS) by using brash and woody material and/or mature and
dense thorned planting to discourage both dogs and people
from entry into sensitive habitats.

User counts within the landscape masterplan area and at
selected locations in proximity to the Proposed Development
would be repeated twice per year for operational years 1 to 5
to understand how people are interacting with the
recreational space and accessing the wider network of PRoW
and permissive paths. The outcomes will be used to adaptively
manage the landscape masterplan area.

The Applicant also refers to paragraph 4.1.2 and 4.1.4 within
section 4 of the LERMP (Doc ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which
confirms the intention to set up an Advisory Group. Through
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this group, matters such as recreational uses can continue to
be discussed and managed.

Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures compliance with the LERMP (Doc ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-
066].

Community
64.

Based upon local patterns of use of existing public rights
of way, especially by dog walkers, informal car parking
areas have emerged using rural hardstanding areas close
to the site. The expansion of and improvements to
existing and proposed new rights of way poses a potential
risk of intensification of car bourn visitors to the area for
the purpose of using these rights of way for recreation.
Further consideration of the most appropriate means to
manage this issue will, the view of the District Council, be
required to be addressed by conditions or other
measures. Any such measures will also need to be kept
under review.

The Applicant considers the risk of intensification of motorised
vehicle traffic accessing the improved path network is low.

Future changes in usage arising from other developments
would be considered as part of the planning process for those
developments. The recreational connectivity of proposed
residential developments on the North Eastern and Eastern
fringes of Cambridge could increase the usage of PRoWs in the
vicinity of the proposed WWTP site, but access from those
other developments would most likely be via walking or
cycling routes, not by car.

Noting that some future uncertainty may persist in this area,
the Applicant proposes that any adverse effects arising from
unforeseen changes in car parking arising from recreational
use of the proposed recreational elements would be
addressed through the provisions of the proposed section 106
agreement with the Cambridgeshire County Council which
provides for monitoring and, if required, the payment of a
contribution towards parking management measures in
identified areas along Horningsea Road and Low Fen Drove
Way (see response to ExQ1.1.5 and AS-134).
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The District Council notes that although the Gypsy, Roma,
Traveller population have been scoped in as part of the
assessment but, it is unclear from the stakeholder
engagement if any proactive engagement was undertaken
with this community. It is acknowledged that numerous
stakeholders were approached with regards to the
application, however little feedback was received in
response. The District Council will therefore ask the ExA to
require clarity on what if any further attempts were made
to ensure input was received from as wide a range of
stakeholders as possible.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant considered and sought advice from the District
Council on the approach to engagement with the Gypsy, Roma
and Traveller population. In December 2021 and January 2022,
it was established there had been previous engagement with
this community via the Traveller Liaison Officer at the District
Council.

Consultation was undertaken at Con 1 (between July and
September 2020) and additional materials were hand delivered
by the District council to the Fen Road traveller site, as well as
posters and information materials being left at deposit
locations. The Fen Road traveller site received direct mailings
regarding the Application and consultation events.

The Applicant was supporting engagement via the Traveller
Liaison Officer but by January 2022 had not received an update
on engagement activities. The Applicant has continued to
notify the Traveller Liaison Officer at the District Council,
including most recently providing notice as per Section 56 of
the 2008 Act.

At request of the District Council, there was no direct
engagement with this particular group due to the sensitivity of
the group and the importance of having a known point of
contact to support meaningful engagement.

The Applicant accepts that further consultation with the Gypsy,
Roma and Traveller community in the local area would be
beneficial and will continue to liaise with the Traveller Liaison
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Officer at the District Council to ensure this group is included
as part of any ongoing consultation and engagement activities.

Health 67. In respect of Traffic Plan Monitoring (Chapter 5.1.9), the The Applicant notes the District Council’s request for further
reports states that controls will be put in place to prevent | details of the controls that will be in place. The Applicant
construction traffic from travelling through Horningsea would make the following comments, which it hopes the

and Fen Ditton. The CMTP also sets out that construction District Council will find helpful.
traffic must avoid the AM and PM peak periods as well as

school pickup and drop off hours. The District Council will Construction

expect details on how this will be monitored, reported and | The monitoring and enforcement of the construction traffic
enforced throughout the construction and operation movements is captured within Section 7 of the Construction
phases of the development, to be made clear at the Traffic Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] and
examination stage. includes measures such as:

e scheduling systems to ensure deliveries where possible
fall outside of the peak hours;

e contractual requirements to attend pre-
commencement meetings on permitted routes and
requirements;

e ANPR cameras along Horningsea;

e compliance with FORS and CLOCS accreditation;

e quarterly monitoring reports based on monitoring
data; and

e investigation of breaches and complaints with any
relevant corrective actions agreed with the
Cambridgeshire County Council and/or community
members prior to implementation.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the CTMP [AS-109].
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Applicant’s Response

Operation of the Proposed Development

A Travel Plan will be in place for the Proposed Development,
which will include monitoring how the operational workforce
make their journeys to work. This will be monitored for the
first 5 years of operation as a request from Cambridgeshire
County Council. Requirement 12 in the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1)
[AS-139] will secure the requirement for the preparation of a
detailed plan to accord with the outline Travel Plan (App Doc
Ref 5.4.19.8) [APP 149]. This will be submitted to and approved
by the local planning authority.

The Applicant has prepared an Outline Operational Logistics
Traffic Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.10) [AS-111]. This will develop
further measures for operational controls on traffic
movements to and from the proposed WWTP. This would,
amongst other information, state working hours, any
restrictions on vehicle movements, and other measures such
as monitoring.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the measures set out in the Community
Liaison Plan (app Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132].

Further mitigation in relation to projected future growth and
subsequent changes to traffic volumes as a result of
committed developments would be managed through the
policy objectives outlined within the Council’s Local Transport
and Connectivity Plan (LTCP), with reference to the 'decide
and provide' approach.
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Health 68. The District Council will also seek to ensure an effective The Applicant notes the comment and will continue to discuss
community liaison plan is put in place to enable proactive | the proposals set out in the Community Liaison Plan (App Doc
engagement with local communities and users throughout | Ref 7.8) with the District Council as part of its discussions on
the construction and operation phases. the management plans.
Requirement 9 of the dDCO secures compliance with the
Outline Community Liaison Plan (App Doc 7.8) [AS-132].
Health 69. In respect of the mental health and wellbeing assessment | The Applicant has prepared the ES Appendix 12.3 Mental
as part of this Chapter of the ES, the District Council is Wellbeing Impact Assessment (MWIA) (App Doc Ref 5.4.12.3)
satisfied that baseline measurements have been taken [AS-077], which does not recommend further Mental
(page 13). However, it is noted that no specific reference Wellbeing Impact Assessments. Comments or
has been included in chapter 5.2 of this chapter as to how | recommendations are set out in section 4 of ES Appendix 12.3
mitigation would be secured or when further assessments | Mental Wellbeing Impact Assessment (MWIA) (App Doc Ref
would be undertaken to monitor change. The District 5.4.12.3) [AS-077]. As no further action for further
Council considers this information needs to be provided assessments is recommended, and so the Applicant does not
and secured by DCO requirement. consider there is a need for a Requirement.
Historic Paragraph 4.2.12 of Historic Environment ES Chapter 13, The Applicant refers to sections 2.14 and 3 of the ES Chapter

Environment
70.

the District Council notes that the magnitude of impact
assessed in respect of Biggin Abbey, which is a Grade II*
listed building, resulting from the construction of the new
ReCWWTP has been assessed as a “temporary minor
adverse impact”. It is also noted that Table 2-2 [of DOC
ref.5.2.13] states that this equates to a small change in the
assets setting. The District Council considers that this
conclusion, given the period of construction, does not
adequately reflect the level of impact on this Heritage
Asset of high heritage value.

2: Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2.) [APP-034], which
provides a description of the worst-case scenario for the
construction of the Proposed Development. The construction
programme will be phased, with works on the construction of
the Final Effluent Outfall, the Final Effluent and Storm
pipelines (located within the Conservation Area and closest to
Biggin Abbey) taking place over 12 months of the four year
construction programme.

In addition, the construction of the access to the proposed
WWTP will be undertaken during the Phase 1 enabling works
and access for the construction of the proposed WWTP will
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subsequently be from the A14 junction, which will reduce the
duration of temporary impacts of construction traffic on the
Biggin Abbey (see ES Chapter 2: Project Description (App Doc
Ref 5.2.2.) [APP-034]).

Based on the above and the criteria set out in the assessment
methodology for the historic environment, the Applicant
stands by the conclusion of the assessment on Biggin Abbey in
relation to the construction of the proposed Development.

Historic
Environment
70.

Paragraph 4.2.43 of Historic Environment ES Chapter 13,
the District Council in the Baits Bite Lock Conservation
Area Appraisal [ref HEO95] notes it provides an “important
view east to Biggin Abbey”. The proposed development is
said to “/slightly detract” from this view. It is not clear
whether the use of ‘slightly’ in this case is an assessment
of significance as per the table at 2.3. and further clarity is
needed.

The Applicant confirms the description ’slightly detracts’ is
part of the qualitative description of the harm the scheme
would cause to the asset, not the formal description of the
significant of effect. ES Chapter 13: Historic Environment (App
Doc Ref 5.2.13) [AS-030] confirms that the Baits Bite Lock
Conservation Area has a heritage value of medium and that
the Proposed Development would only result in a negligible
adverse magnitude of impact, which gives rise to a slight
adverse (not significant) effect.

Historic
Environment
70.

Paragraph 4.3.5 identifies that the operation of the
proposed development will result in negligible adverse
impacts to the relevant heritage assets (i.e.). It
acknowledges that the impacts would occur as a result of
changes to the setting of the heritage assets which will
reduce its contribution to their heritage value. It is also
noted in paragraph 4.3.6 that the new lighting
requirements and increased traffic movements will
adversely affect the heritage value of the assets. As a
result of the above, it is the opinion of the District Council

The Applicant considers embedded mitigation in the lighting
design will reduce the amount of light spill. These measures
are detailed within section 6 of the Lighting Impact
Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-100]. The amount of
lighting along Horningsea Road will increase but, due to the
intervening distance and vegetation, will not cause more than

a negligible impact and a slight adverse effect, which is not
significant.
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that the changes do not equate to a negligible adverse
effect but would instead be a minor/moderate adverse
effect.

It is also noted that the dDCO Requirement 7 (Detailed design)
(App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139], places a specific requirement for
each phase of the authorised development to commence once
design details have been approved in writing by the relevant
planning authority. These details include operational lighting.

The details submitted in relation to operational lighting must
accord with the details set out in the lighting design strategy
(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.5) [APP-072].

Vehicle movement will increase from the A14 during operation
of the Proposed Development. This traffic, however, will
access the proposed WWTP site, using an access point directly
opposite the A14 slip road and will not proceed further along
the Horningsea Road. The additional vehicle movement will,
therefore, cause a negligible impact and a slight adverse
effect, which is not significant. The assessment of the impacts
of vehicle movements is contained within the ES Chapter 19
Traffic and Transport (App Doc Ref 5.2.19) [AS-038].

Historic
Environment
71.

The District Council notes that in its overall assessment at
para 5.6.1 the applicant concludes that “the Proposed
Development will cause less than substantial harm to
designated heritage assets” and that with “the application
of the primary, secondary and tertiary mitigation ... it is
predicted that the level of harm...will be at the lower end
of less than substantial harm”. The District Council, whilst
agreeing that the proposals will cause less than substantial
harm for the reasons outlined above, consider the level of
adverse effects identified through the assessments carried

The Applicant considers that the level of harm, although a
spectrum, can only be categorised in the terms of lower or
higher harm. Paragraphs 9.3.2 (relating to Biggin Abbey) and
9.4.2 (relating to Baits Bite Lock Conservation Area) within
Appendix 13.1 Historic Environment Baseline Assessment (App
Doc Ref 5.4.13.1) [AS-079], indicate the setting of these assets
adds to their character and value. However, it also recognises
the impact of modern infrastructure, in particular the visual
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out where significant effects have been identified to Baits | and noise impacts that the A14, on the setting’s contribution
Bite Lock conservation area and to Biggin Abbey. These to the character and value of the assets.
include the adverse effects from the proposed landscape
mitigation to be greater than expressed in the applicant’s | Given the intervening distance and existing vegetation
assessment. between the assets and the proposed WWTP, coupled with
existing presence of the Al14, although the harm is not at the
lowest level of lower harm, it cannot be described as being at
the higher end of less than substantial harm.
Landscape The District Council, as noted above, accepts the use of The Applicant notes the comment and responds as follows.
and Visual the Rochdale envelope parameters as outlined in Section
Amenity 73. 2.7 of the ES Landscape Chapter (Ch15). However, the The Landscape Masterplan contained within the Landscape,

District Council seeks a number of clarifications and
specific details which it will raise with the applicant and
the ExA during the examination. e The District Council has
previously questioned the design approach and its use in
this location. Noting that the applicants draw a different
conclusion to the District Council on the suitability of the
design approach to the landscape, the District Council also
notes that the proposed landscape strategy accompanying
the proposals is considered suitable. Concerns associated
with the implementation and resilience of the landscape
solution (including planting on the elevated bund) will
require clarification from the ExA in the event that it
concludes that the design approach to the plant is justified
and appropriate. Consideration of alternative measures
which can be employed should the trees and vegetation in
this location fail to thrive should be included within the
LERMP.

Ecological and Recreational Management Plan (LERMP) (App
Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] shows the planting proposed on
the earth bank. The LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]
describes the management and watering regime that will be
carried out to ensure the planting establishes and thrives and
how failed planting will be replaced.

All planting will be carried out in the winter months (during
the dormant season) for the best chance of establishment.

Paragraph 4.2.2 of the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]
sets out the requirements for watering. The new planting on
the earth bank will be watered in periods of drought for the
first five growing seasons after planting. New planting on the
rest of the site will be watered, if required, in the first growing
season during periods of prolonged drought.
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Applicant’s Response

Table 4.2 Proposed Management Post Planting in the LERMP
(App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] states that all trees, shrubs
and hedgerow plants will be checked in September of each
year and those that have failed to thrive will be replaced
during the following planting season. If a particular species
fails to thrive, a replacement species may be considered, with
advice from a landscape architect.

Landscape
and Visual
Amenity 73.

Section 2.9 of the ES outlines the mitigation measures
proposed with Table 2-7 referencing the LERMP. It is
advised that the earth bank will be made up of soils
excavated from the footprint and pipeline excavations.
This statement is only within the Concept Plan description
and is not repeated in the final design. Neither the LERMP
nor the LVIA state whether this soil will be tested for
appropriateness for the type of use proposed, particularly
the planting. The District Council considers that this
presents a risk that planting on the resultant bank will not
mature or flourish in the manner envisaged and required
to secure the landscape mitigation objectives. Further
clarification on how this risk will be addressed will
therefore need to be provided to the examination.

The Applicant notes the comment and responds as follows.

The soil is being stripped from arable farmland and would be
subject to the requirements specified in Appendix 6.3: Outline
Soil Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-083] and
would therefore be suitable for reuse for planting. The
management plan includes provision for monitoring reinstated
soils to ensure they are functional to the required level and to
identify and rectify deficiencies. Requirement 9 of the dDCO
(App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] requires the preparation of detailed
plans including a soil management plan which must accord
with the measures set out in the outline soil management plan.
No phase of the authorised development is to commence until
a construction environmental management plan for that phase
has been submitted to, and approved by the relevant planning
authority, which includes detailed environmental management
plans, of which the outline SMP is one.

The specification of topsoil and subsoil depths on the earth
bank, which would affect the establishment and growth of the
planting, has not yet been detailed. Requirement 7 (Detailed
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Design), and Requirement 11 (LERMP) within the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] require details to be submitted to and
approved by the relevant planning authority. Collectively
these would include further details of the design of the earth
bank and specifications in relation to planting.

Landscape
and Visual
Amenity 73.

The methodology identifies the language used for the
various assessments such as Major, Moderate, Minor and
Negligible, however, the body of the LVIA uses the terms
Large, Moderate, Slight and Negligible. Clarification and
consistency on the use of such terms will need to be
provided throughout the examination process to match
the methodology.

The Applicant notes the comment but does not agree that the
methodology has not been followed consistently in the
landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA).

Appendix 15.5: Landscape and Visual Assessment Methodology
(App Doc Ref 5.4.15.5) [APP-131] sets out the terms used for
the LVIA. Magnitude of landscape and visual change is assessed
in terms of major, moderate, minor, negligible or no change.
The significance of effect (derived by weighing the sensitivity of
the receptor against the magnitude of change) is assessed in
terms of large, moderate, slight and neutral.

Chapter 15: Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref
5.2.15) [APP-131] is the LVIA. In the assessment, the terms
major, moderate, minor, negligible or no change are used to
evaluate the magnitude of change. The terms large, moderate,
slight and neutral are used to evaluate the significance of
effect. The terms are used consistently as set out in the
methodology in the assessment but it is acknowledged that
the term moderate is used for both magnitude of change and
significance of effect in the methodology and this may have
given the impression the methodology has not been followed.
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The methodology references a number of guidance
documents including GLVIA 3rd Edition. The Landscape
Institute also produces a ‘Technical Guidance Note 2/19
Residential Visual Amenity’ which provide additional
guidance for the assessment of impact on residential
visual amenity. The District Council strongly recommend
that this document is referenced and used in conjunction
with the others in the assessment process.

love evexy) dvop Q
anglian o

Applicant’s Response
The Applicant notes the comment and responds as follows.

The requirement for a residential visual amenity assessment
(RVAA) was not included in appendix 4.1: Scoping Opinion
(App Doc Ref 5.4.4.1) [APP-079] or Appendix 4.2: Scoping
Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-080].

LVIA and RVAA follow a related but different methodology.
The landscape Institute describes an RVIA as: ‘a stage beyond
LVIA” and explains the difference between the two: ‘With
respect to visual impact, the focus of GLVIA3 and LVIA is on
public views and public visual amenity. RVAA focuses
exclusively on private views and private visual amenity ‘.

However, the LVIA does assess the effects on views of
residential receptors but the baseline survey was from publicly
accessible land, not houses or private gardens. Receptors
were also grouped under a single assessment where effects of
their views would be similar. A RVAA of residential properties
with a view of the Proposed Development would come to
similar conclusions on the level of effects as the LVIA does.

Paragraph 6.17 of GLVIA3 sets out: ‘In some instances it may
also be appropriate to consider private viewpoints, mainly
from residential properties. In these cases, the scope of such
an assessment should be agreed with the competent authority,
as must the approach to identifying representative viewpoints
since it is impractical to visit all properties that might be
affected.” The representative viewpoints were discussed and

37




Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

love evexy) dvop Q

anglian o

Applicant’s Response

agreed in consultation in a Technical Working Group on 7
December 2021 with Greater Cambridge Shared Planning
Service, Historic England, the National Trust and Cambridge
Past Present and Future and at a meeting with Greater
Cambridge Shared Planning Service on 13 December 2021. No
request for residential visual amenity assessment was noted
during these engagements.

Noise &

Vibration 76.

The District Council notes that the Construction and
Environment Management Plan (‘the CEMP’) makes
reference to S.61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974 and
consent being sought pursuant to that provision. The
District Council considers that this should be clarified
owing to the potential dual regulation through both the
planning and environmental health legislation). The
District Council recommends that the CEMP provides the
primary regulatory framework for the developer to
operate within rather than utilising the S.61 consent
through the Control of Pollution Act 1974.

The Applicant will discuss this matter with the District Council
and record the outcome in the Statement of Common Ground.

Noise &

Vibration 77.

It was noted that within the CEMP, that there is no
information for the applicant to notify the District Council
of any complaints received other than through liaison
meetings with third parties. As such, the District Council
recommends that regular monitoring through the
Council’s Environmental Health department should
instead or in addition be secured through DCO
requirements.

The Applicant notes that Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-101] secures the provision of a noise and vibration
management plan for each phase of the development, to be
submitted and approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.
Through this approval process, the Applicant will agree the
complaint notification procedure and monitoring schedule
with the District Council. The Applicant, therefore, considers
that Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-101]
sufficiently addresses the need to monitor such complaints.
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This is also explained in paragraph 7.7 of the Code of
Construction Practice Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068],
which details matters the noise and vibration management
plan must cover, including reference to the Community Liaison
Plan and monitoring. Requirement 9 also secures compliance
with the Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8) [APP-209].
Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-101]
secures compliance with the Code of Construction Practice.

Traffic &
Transport 79.

The District Council notes the response of Cambridgeshire
County Council as the Highway Authority for the area to
the proposals. Notwithstanding the conclusions of the
Local Highway Authority on the transport matters, there
remain a number of areas that the District Council expects
to comment further upon as follows:

¢ It is noted that the development will involve large and
heavy vehicles using existing roads which are used by
pedestrians, equestrians and cyclists (including the B1047
(Horningsea Road). As such, this presents considerable risk
of conflict that needs not be minimised both thorough the
design and management of vehicle speeds and flows
across junctions and along links

Section 2.9 of the ES Chapter 2: Project Description (App Doc
Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] explains the main access to the proposed
WWTP will be scheduled so that the use of Horningsea Road is
minimised.

The ES Chapter 19 Traffic and Transport (App Doc Ref 5.2.19)
[AS-038] provides an assessment of traffic and transport
impacts including impacts to users of Horningsea Road. The
assessment has considered various measures that would be in
places to control potential impacts. In addition to the
scheduling of the permanent access as a design measure the
assessment considers further mitigation which is set out
within the Construction Transport Management Plan (CTMP)
(Application Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-109].

This document sets out the commitment to manage vehicle
routes and timings to ensure that construction access points
are clearly known to users of the roads/footways/cycelways
and deliveries are organised to avoid the busiest times on the
network in the morning, evening and at school pick up times in
particular. Details of the commitment are as follows.
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Section 5.2 (Temporary access points and construction road
signage) which requires the use of temporary signage
along all proposed construction haul roads. As a
minimum this will include internal haul road speed
limits, warning (hazard signs), potential vehicle or
pedestrian crossing points and distances to
destinations.

Section 6.3 Adherence to Designated Routes

Section 6.9 Facilitate safe movement of users of the highway
which requires maintaining the existing footway /
cycleway to the west of the Horningsea Road
carriageway at all times with suitable barriers
separating the footway from the works.

Section 6.9 avoid HGV movements through Waterbeach during
school drop-off and pick-up hours throughout term
time.

Section 6.9 requirement to provide connectivity/access to
community facilities and residential properties during
works.

The CTMP (Application Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-109] sets out the
commitment to provide community liaison that ensures
construction information, such as specific high volume
activities or changes to access points as construction works
are completed, is provided to ensure this is communicated
and can be disseminated with the communities affected.
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Section 3 ‘CTMP Management and Communication’ of the
CTMP (Application Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-109] sets out the
commitment to provide community liaison that ensures
construction information, such as specific high- volume
activities or changes to access points as construction works
are completed, is provided to ensure this is communicated
and can be disseminated with the communities affected.

Requirement 7 (Detailed design) of the dDCO (App Doc Ref
2.1) [AS-139] places a specific requirement for each phase of
the authorised development to commence once design details
have been approved in writing by the relevant planning
authority. These include, but are not limited to, highway
design details.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP (Application Doc Ref 5.4.19.3)
[AS-109] for each phase of the Proposed Development, to be
submitted and approved by the local planning authority
alongside the CEMP for such phase.

Through this approval process, the Applicant considers
Requirements 7 and 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139],
toegther with the approval of design details and management
measures, sufficiently address this comment.

& Transport
79.

The development is likely to result in temporary or
extended closure of rights of way close to the construction
site. It is important that through the CEMP, such closures

The Applicant notes the comments and can confirm that
the project controls proposed as part of the Construction
Transport Management Plan (CTMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3)
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
are minimised, and safe alternative links provided where [AS-109] include a commitment to provide alternative public
possible to ensure that safety of users of the rights of way | right of way routes where sections are required as part of the
and access to key infrastructure such as Fen Ditton School | construction work. Also, the CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-
is not compromised. 109] provides a commitment to provide a controlled crossing
point where a construction area interacts with a public right of
way to ensure that the safety and access is maintained for
users.
Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-
109] for each phase of the development, to be submitted and
approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.
Through this approval process, the Applicant considers that
Requirement 9 of dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] and the
approval management measures sufficiently addresses this
comment.
Traffic & The application seeks to demonstrate how the assessment | The Applicant notes the comments, made by the District
Transport 79. | of access options to the site was undertaken. The Council and provides the following responses.
proposed access arrangements use local road access
to/from the A14 and the alternation of junctions that will Discussions with National Highway have determined that a
increase heavy vehicle movements at and across existing new junction on the A14 to serve the Proposed Development
local road junctions. The District Council has expressed was not acceptable. The principal reasons for this conclusion
concerns over such arrangements and the potential were the Department for Transport (DfT) policy (DfT Circular
conflict that this gives rise to, in comparison with a direct 01/2022 ‘Strategic Road network and the delivery of
vehicle access from the A14. sustainable development) and highway safety concerns.
The assessment of the options determined the existing Juntion
34 of the A14 (Horningsea Road) was an appropriate access to
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Relevant Representation Comment
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Applicant’s Response

the proposed WWTP from the Al4, with westbound traffic
accessing the site, and eastbound traffic exiting the site using
Junction 33 of the A14 (Milton Interchange grade separated
junction) to make a U-turn to continue their journeys.

This is supported in ES Volume 4 Chapter 19 Appendix 19.3
Transport Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-108a, AS-
108b and AS-135] and ES Chapter 19 Traffic and Transport
(App Doc Ref 5.2.19) [AS-038] where results show that, with
the mitigation proposed in section 6.9 of the Construction
Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-
109], construction deliveries are restricted to outside the peak
traffic hours, including school pick up time, and so the impact
on the existing road network and junctions is acceptable.

Traffic &
Transport 79.

The District Council remains concerned that the proposed
access solution has the potential to give rise to “rat
running” during both construction and operation phases of
the development. Effective control of arrival and departing
vehicles (especially heavy vehicles) will be required
alongside a monitoring process for enforcement if adverse
environmental and safety effects are not to arise. The
mechanism for implementing, managing and monitoring
such a process should be developed with input and
engagement from the District Council.

The Applicant notes the comment in relation to ‘rat running’
and the requirement for controls on arrival and departure
times for vehicle movements. In relation to construction phase
the Applicant refers to the Construction Management Plan
(CTMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] which sets out the
commitment to control construction traffic to appropriate and
defined routes only through use of monitoring of construction-
related vehicles.

Additionally, section 6.3 ‘Adherence to Designated Routes’ of
the CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] sets out a
requirement for ANPR cameras along the following routes,
subject to LHA approval or other relevant stakeholders.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment
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Applicant’s Response

On Horningsea Road, located immediately north and south of
the Al14 signalised junctions;

North of Low Fen Drove Way to capture construction vehicles
associated with temporary site access points 10; and

At the proposed WWTP site access on Horningsea Road once
the proposed WWTP site access is operational.

The community liaison commitment set out in section 3 ‘CTMP
Management and Communication’ of the CTMP (App Doc Ref
5.4.19.7) [AS-109] would include engaging with the District
and County Councils and National Highways to ensure the
monitoring process is agreed and can be reported back to
relevant stakeholders.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a detailed community liaison plan
which must accord with the measures set out in the
Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref [AS-132] for each phase
of the development, to be submitted and approved alongside
the CEMP for such phase.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved alongside the
CEMP for such phase.

In relation to the operational phase, the Applicant refers to
the outline Operational Logistics Traffic Plan (OTLP) (App Doc
Ref 5.4.19.10) [AS-111], which, like the construction phase,
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

will include controls on vehicle movements to ameliorate
impacts to the local road network. Requirement 19 of the
dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures the provision of a
detailed OTLP which must accord with the measures set out in
the outline Operational Logistics Traffic Plan (OTLP) (App Doc
Ref 5.4.19.10) [AS-111].

Table 3-3 Cambridgeshire County Council (RR-001)

Reference
3 Agricultural
land and Soils

Relevant Representation Comment

3.1 The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and
Waste Local Plan (July 2021) contains Policy 24:
Sustainable Use of Soils, which seeks to protect best and
most versatile agricultural land and the soils that make
that land so valuable for agriculture. The Council will seek
soil resource is used sustainably and that a Management
Plan is developed to ensure the proposed mitigation is
delivered.

Policy 24 also steers waste management development
away from best and most versatile agricultural land, and
the Council will be reviewing the design alternatives
considered to ensure that land-take of the proposed
development is minimised. Please note this includes
consideration of ecology and landscape mitigation
measures.

Applicant’s Response

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
requires the preparation of detailed plans including a soil
management plan (SMP) which must accord with the
measures set out in the outline Soil Management Plan (App
Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060]. No phase of the authorised
development is to commence until a construction
environmental management plan for that phase has been
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority
which includes detailed environmental management plans, of
which the SMP is one.

The Applicant notes the comments in relation to Policy 24 and
confirms that land required has been minimised to reduce the
requirement for BMV agricultural land.
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4 Biodiversity

Relevant Representation Comment

4.1 The scheme has been sensitively designed for
biodiversity, taking on board comments raised at pre-
application stakeholder biodiversity workshops with the
Applicant. The Council considers that overall, a thorough
ecological assessment has been undertaken. However, it
has not been possible to review confidential documents in
time for these Relevant Representations - the Council
received unredacted versions from the Applicant close to
the deadline. This includes badger reports.

The Council has also asked for a copy of the Biodiversity
Net Gain (BNG) spreadsheet, and associated maps, so that
the Biodiversity Net Gain assessment can be fully
reviewed.
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Applicant’s Response

4.1

The Applicant welcomes the recognition of the sensitive
approach to design as informed through Technical Working
Groups.

The Applicant confirms that confidential reports have been
provided and that matters in relation to protected species will
be agreed through the Statement of Common Ground
(SoCGs).

The Applicant undertook baseline habitat surveys along Low
Fen Drove Way Grassland and Hedges CWS in 2020, with
National Vegetation Classification surveys in July 2021. These
surveys are reported in Table 26 of the ES Chapter 8
Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]. These surveys
provided information on the condition of the habitats present
within the County Wildlife Sites (CWSs).

ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)
Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] includes appendices
A-J (which includes the BNG spreadsheets and associated
maps). The tables in the appendices E to J have been directly
copied from the Biodiversity Metric 3.0 calculation tool.

Appendix A includes the figures/maps showing baseline
habitats, proposed habitats, map of the high and
medium distinctiveness baseline habitats, and a map of
retained habitats.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

4.2 The Environmental Statement (5.2.8 Environmental
Statement - Volume 2 - Chapter 8 — Biodiversity) [APP-
040] identifies potential adverse impacts on the following
ecological receptors:

a. wildlife sites: Stow-Cum-Quy Fen SSSI, River Cam
County Wildlife Site (CWS),

Allicky Farm Pond CWS, Low Fen Drove Way Grassland &
Hedges CWS

b. habitats: veteran trees, hedgerows and other habitats
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Applicant’s Response

Appendix D includes a page on detailed results taken from the
Biodiversity Metric Calculation Tool.

Appendix E includes a summary on pre-development baseline
habitat units.

Appendix F includes a summary on pre-development baseline
hedgerow units.

Appendix G includes a summary on pre-development baseline
river units.

Appendix H includes a summary on post-development habitat
units.

Appendix | includes a summary on post-development
hedgerow units.

Appendix J includes a summary on post-development river
units.

The Applicant also notes that the metric spreadsheets will be
provided to the LPA for their review in relation to
Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]. This
has been discussed in ongoing consultation meetings and
recorded in the SoCG.

The Applicant will update the ES Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity
Net Gain (BNG) Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] for
Deadline 2.

4.2

The Applicant acknowledges the summary of the adverse
impacts as identified within the ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity
(App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [AS 026]. In relation to the ES Chapter 8
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

c. protected species: water vole, bats, badgers, notable
plants

4.3 The Council is concerned that the documentation
submitted doesn’t demonstrate how these adverse
impacts will be adequately mitigated / compensated as
part of the scheme.
Of particular concern is:
a. Protected Sites - Habitat Regulations Assessment
does not consider all Protected Sites
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Applicant’s Response
Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [AS 026] the Applicant notes

there are no residual significant adverse effects reported to
the following:

wildlife sites: Stow-Cum-Quy Fen SSSI, Allicky Farm Pond CWS,
Low Fen Drove Way Grassland & Hedges CWS;

veteran trees; and,

protected species.

A moderate adverse effect in relation to infrequent high flow
events and local scour at the Final Effluent Outfall is reported
for the river Cam which is also a CWS.

A moderate adverse effect in relation to ditches permanently
lost from construction of the proposed WWTP and landscape
masterplan is reported. However this Applicant notes this will
be corrected in an update to Chapter 8 to account for
mitigation provided by compensatory ditches provide din
works ae 39. Chapter 8 will be updated at Deadline 2 as it
requires amendment however as the Applicant is currently in
the process of engaging land owners on revised BNG figures
the Applicant deems it more efficient to update the chapter
as a whole at Deadline 2 along with the revision to the BNG
figures.

A moderate beneficial effect is identified in relation to
habitats within the land required for the landscape
masterplan which is significant is reported.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

b. Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI — inadequate mitigation
for adverse recreational and hydrological impacts
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Applicant’s Response

A slight adverse effect which is not significant is reported in
relation to bats until vegetation established when effect is
moderate beneficial and significant is reported.

4.3
In relation to comments raised in relation to assessments and

mitigation the Applicant confirms the following.

a) Protected Sites

ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.15 HRA Screening Report (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.15) [AS-068] and ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.16
Habitats Regulations Assessment Report HRA (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.16) [AS-070] considers European Sites and not SSSls
unless they are wholly or partially part of a European site. The
sites considered within the HRA have been discussed with
Natural England who have indicated that they are content
with the sites considered. The ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.16
Habitats Regulations Assessment Report (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.16) [AS-070] will be updated to scope in the Eversden
and Wimpole Woods Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
through to Appropriate Assessment, as outlined in response
5.60, below. No additional Protected Sites are to be
additionally considered.

The sites considered within the HRA have been discussed with
Natural England who have indicated that they are content
with the sites considered. This is recorded in its SoCG.
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Relevant Representation Comment
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Applicant’s Response
b) Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI
Recreational user impact

In relation to recreational usage, the Applicant has assessed
the impact of recreational users and this is set out in the ES
Chapter 8:Biodiversity section 4 (App Doc Ref 5.4.8) [AS-026].

The LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] proposes the
inclusion of boundary treatment either side of paths within
the landscape masterplan area, with the intent that these
would be an effective mitigation against footfall away from
defined paths. This measure is used successful at many nature
reserves and within the grounds of National Trust properties,
such as Anglesey Abbey (which is a CWS) by using brash and
woody material and/or mature and dense thorned planting to
discourage both dogs and people from entry into sensitive
habitats. This approach is in line with the intention of the
LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] to formalise how
people are already using the land required for the proposed
WWTP, rather than encouraging intensification of use.

The assessment has not identified significant residual effects
on this receptor, however recognising the uncertainty in
relation to predicting how people may use this area, the
Applicant has included within the LERMP (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] the requirement to complete user surveys
and the intention to set up an Advisory Group. Through this
group matters such as recreational users can continue to be
discussed and managed.
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Relevant Representation Comment
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant will continue to engage with relevant
stakeholders including, but not limited to, the County Council
and Natural England in relation to the development of the
detailed LERMP, including the terms of reference for the
Advisory Group. The group terms of reference would form
part of the detailed LERMP.

The requirements within the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14)
[AS-066] are secured by Schedule 2 of Requirement 11 of the
dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] relating to the detailed
landscape masterplan and LERMP, which will be approved by
the Local Planning Authority. Requirement 11 of the DCO
(App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] fulfils this requirement and
requires the detailed plan accords with the LERMP (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066].

The Applicant believes this, plus the commitment to an
adaptive management approach (paragraph 5.1.5 of the
LERMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] are more than
sufficient to monitor and manage any potential future
increases in recreational pressure that may occur.

Hydrological impacts

ES Chapter 20: Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
considers the hydrological impacts including upon Stow-cum-
Quy Fen SSSI. The Applicant organised a meeting with the
Environment Agency and Natural England in August 2023 to
discuss proposals for groundwater protection and monitoring.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

c. Low Fen Drove Way Grasslands and Hedges CWS —
condition survey work hasn’t been completed and not all
impacts have been identified. Residual adverse impact
from lighting scheme has not been addressed.

Opportunities for enhancement to CWS have been missed.
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Applicant’s Response

At the meeting, it was agreed that the Applicant would
provide an Environmental Quality monitoring report (water),
which would be reviewed and agreed with the Environment
Agency. A further meeting was held with the Environment
Agency in October 2023 to agree this document and
incorporate comments from the Environment Agency. An
outline of the Water Quality Monitoring Plan has been
provided as part of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1.

In relation to the Final Effluent Outfall, the Applicant refers to
the outline Outfall Management and Monitoring Plan (App
Doc Ref 5.4.8.24) [AS-073]. The plan requires monitoring of
the river in the area of the Final Effluent Outfall to assess
whether or not scour has occurred, and to remedy it should it
occur. Requirement 22 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
010] requires the preparation of detailed plan to be submitted
to and approved by the local planning authority.

c) Low Fen Drove Way Grasslands and Hedges CWS

Condition assessment:

The Applicant undertook baseline habitat surveys along Low
Fen Drove Way Grassland and Hedges CWS in 2020, with
National Vegetation Classification surveys in July 2021. This
survey effort is reported in Table 2-6 of the ES Chapter 8
Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]. These surveys
provided information on the condition of the habitats present
within the Fen Drove Way Grassland and Hedges CWS.
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Applicant’s Response
Residual lighting impacts:

In relation to the lighting assessment, the approach to
assessment and receptor selection has been discussed and
agreed with the local planning authority.

The assessment considers the measures indicated in ES
Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.5 Lighting Design Strategy
(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.5) [APP-072] which states that ‘the
installation shall be designed to avoid light pollution beyond
the site boundary and upwards into the surrounding
atmosphere, particularly in rural areas’.

The assessment is presented in the ES Chapter 15 Appendix
15.3 Lighting Assessment Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-
100]. The embedded, best practice and tertiary mitigation
measures accounted for in the assessment are provided
within Table 4-4 in the ES Chapter 15 Appendix 15.3 Lighting
Assessment Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-100].
Measures within Table 4.4 are secured by the following:

Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS- 010]: each
phase must be undertaken in accordance with the
code of construction practice in so far as it relates to
the works proposed in the relevant phase. This
includes sections within the CoCP relating to lighting
controls.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS- 010]: no
phase of the authorised development is to commence
until a construction environmental management plan
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Applicant’s Response
for that phase has been submitted to and approved by
the relevant planning authority.

Requirement 14 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS- 010]:
construction lighting will require a detailed
construction lighting design strategy, which is to be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the relevant
planning authority. This shall accord with the measures
set out in ES Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.5 Lighting
Design Strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.5) [APP-072].

Requirement 7 (Detailed design) of the dDCO (App Doc Ref
2.1) [AS-139]: requires detailed design information
relating for the works proposed in that phase, to be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the relevant
planning authority.

The details submitted in relation to operational lighting must
accord with the details set out in ES Volume 4 Chapter
2 Appendix 2.5 Lighting Design Strategy (App Doc Ref
5.4.2.5) [APP-072).

In relation to lighting the Low Fen Drove Way Grasslands and
Hedges CWS, this area is represented by receptors LR2, and
LR3 in the ES Chapter 15 Appendix 15.3 Lighting Assessment
Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-100]. Section 6.4 of that
document, Tables 6-1 and 6-2 of the assessment conclude the
residual effect on both LR2 and LR3 is none/negligible for
both construction and operation respectively.

The dDCO Requirement 7 (Detailed design) (App Doc Ref 2.1)
[AS-139], places a specific requirement for each phase of the
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d River Cam CWS — inadequate assessment of impacts of
discharging water into River Cam at new outfall. Further

modelling of storm water events and details of surcharge
from new treatment plant is required.
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Applicant’s Response

authorised development to commence once design details
have been approved in writing by the relevant planning
authority. These details include operational lighting.

The details submitted in relation to operational lighting must
accord with the details set out in the ES Volume 4 Chapter 2
Appendix 2.5 Lighting Design Strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.5)
[APP-072].

On this basis there are no adverse residual lighting effects that
require further consideration.

Opportunities for enhancement:

The Applicant disagrees that opportunities for enhancement
of the CWS have been missed. The Order Limits have sought
to minimise the extent of overlapping with the CWS.

Proposals to enhance the CWS are provided at paragraphs
3.4.9,3.4.10 and 3.4.11 of the Landscape, Ecological and
Recreational Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-
066]. These include the creation of new semi-improved
neutral grassland to buffer the CWS, providing opportunities
to expand the CWS. This habitat inclusion ensures that there
is no shading or encroachment of the existing CWS habitats.
Furthermore, habitat management (scrub clearance to
restore semi-improved neutral grassland and unimproved
calcareous grassland) will help to improve the condition of
the CWS.

d) River Cam CWS
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Impacts of lighting during construction unknown.
Insufficient evidence to demonstrate adequate mitigation
during construction / operational phase.
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Applicant’s Response

Discharge of treated water to river Cam

The Applicant disagrees that there is inadequate assessment
of impacts of discharging water into the river Cam at Final
Effluent Outfall.

ES Chapter 20 Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
includes the following appendices which include detailed
modelling of the Final Effluent Outfall.

° ES Volume 4 Chapter 20 Appendix 20.10 Storm model
report (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.10) [APP-160]

Environmental Statement - Volume 4 - Chapter 20 -Appendix
20.7 - Outfall CFD Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.7) [APP-
157]

ES Chapter 20 Appendix 20.5 Fluvial Modelling Report (App
Doc Ref 5.4.20.5) [AS-113]

ES Chapter 20 Appendix 20.6 3D Velocity Mixing Report (App
Doc Ref 5.4.20.6) [AS-114]

ES Volume 4 Chapter 20 Appendix 20.1 Flood Risk Assessment
(App Doc Ref 5. 4.20.1) [APP-151]

The assessment within ES Chapter 20 Water resources (App
Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040] finds that the residual effect of
stormwater discharges on the river Cam’s water quality is
moderate (beneficial) and significant, with regulatory
stormwater discharge compliance monitoring proposed. The
impact of the temperature of the Final Effluent discharge on
dissolved oxygen concentrations in the river Cam is assessed
as having a residual effect of slight adverse (not significant).
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Applicant’s Response

The impact of treated effluent discharge from the proposed
Final Effluent Outfall on the river Cam’s hydromorphology is
assessed as having a slight adverse (not significant) residual
effect for normal operating conditions, and moderate adverse
(significant) for abnormal flows (infrequent and extreme
storm discharge).

Lighting impacts

The applicant notes that there is no operational lighting
proposed that would alter the current light levels in the river
Cam CWS.

In relation to construction lighting, the Applicant can confirm
this matter has been subject to further discussions with the
County Council. Chapter 2 of the ES (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-
034] indicates that the works in the area of the Final Effluent
Outfall would last up to 12 months, with the works within the
river being limited to a period of up to 4 months during the
summer months. Lighting in relation to the river works would
be limited to essential navigation marks for river users.

The closest project related light source to the river Cam, other
than Final Effluent Outfall is the compound.

The approach to the assessment and receptor selection has
been discussed and agreed with the local planning Authority.
This assessment is presented in the ES Chapter 15 Appendix
15.3 Lighting Assessment Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-
100].
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Applicant’s Response

e. Allicky Farm Ponds CWS — inadequate mitigation /
monitoring of adverse hydrological impacts

The mitigation measures considered in the assessment, and
how they are secured, are explained in the response to the
information provided for the Low Fen Drove Way Grasslands
and Hedgerows CWS, which can be found above.

In relation to lighting and the river Cam CWS, this area is
represented by receptor LR13 in the 5.4.15.3 ES Chapter 15
Appendix 15.3 Lighting Assessment Report (App Doc Ref
5.4.15.3) [AS-100]. Section 6.4 of that document contain
Tables 6-1 and 6-2, the contents of which conclude that the
residual effect to LR13 is none/negligible, for both
construction and operation respectively.

On this basis there are no adverse residual lighting effects that
require further consideration.

e) Allicky Farm Ponds CWS
The Applicant disagrees that there is inadequate mitigation /
monitoring of adverse hydrological impacts.

The ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]
does not identify significant effects to this receptor as a result
of construction, operation or maintenance of the Proposed
Development.

ES Chapter 20 Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
assesses the risk of accidental spills and leaks from the
proposed WWTP migrating in groundwater through the west
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Applicant’s Response

Melbury Marly Chalk Formation, or through sub-surface
drainages at the proposed WWTP, to the surface drain
connected to Black Ditch and to nature conservation sites,
which include Allicky Farm Pond. The assessment is based on a
contaminant transport model which is explained in
Environmental Statement - Volume 4 - Chapter 20 - Appendix
20.8 Update to Contaminant Transport Model (App Doc Ref
5.4.20.8) [APP-158].

The implementation of regular inspection and maintenance of
below-ground tanks and drainage systems, and rigorous
groundwater protection measures, would reduce the potential
impact on groundwater quality in the aquifer in the West
Melbury Marly Chalk Formation, and on surface water in the
Black Ditch drainage network.

ES Chapter 20 Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
also assesses the reduction in groundwater flows and levels at
nature conservation sites due to dewatering in the West
Melbury Marly Chalk Formation. The Applicant is in discussion
with the Environment Agency in relation to groundwater level
and water quality monitoring of hydrological receptors,
including Allicky Farm Pond CWS. A draft Outline Water
Quality Management Plan has been agreed in principle with
the Environment Agency and is included in the Applicant’s
submission at Deadline 1. The final version of the plan,
following approval from the Environment Agency, will be
submitted at Deadline 2.
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Relevant Representation Comment

f. Water Vole — insufficient evidence to demonstrate
mitigation is adequate and can be delivered as part of the
scheme
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant also refers to the following which secure the

requirement to agree the approach to monitoring:

Schedule 2 of Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1)
[AS-139] requires a construction environmental
management plan (CEMP) to include a detailed water
guality management plan. The CEMP will be submitted
to, and approved by, the relevant planning authority.

Requirement 22 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
requires an approved water quality monitoring plan
prior to the start of the operation of the Proposed
Development.

f) Water Vole
The Applicant disagrees that there is insufficient evidence to
demonstrate mitigation is adequate and can be delivered as
part of the Proposed Development.

Water vole mitigation and monitoring is outlined within the ES
Volume 4 Appendix 8.22 Water Vole Natural England Ghost
Licence Method Statement (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.22) [APP-107]
which, subject to minor amendments to be submitted after
the DCO has been made, is acceptable to Natural England
(Letter of No Impediment issued in January 2023). The area of
Works Plan 32 will include specific habitat compensation in
relation to water vole which will be completed in accordance
with the approach set out within the draft licence.
Requirement 10 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
requires detailed plans to be prepared in relation to the Final
Effluent Outfall and Works Plan 32 (see Works Plans (App Doc
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Ref 4.3) [AS-150]). This would include design information
relating ditch habitat creation, monitoring and maintenance
measures to be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
g. Bats — insufficient evidence to demonstrate impact of relevant planning authority.
scheme on foraging / commuting bats
g) Bats
The Applicant undertook surveys as outlined in Table 24 of the
ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]. These
were preliminary bat roost assessments, aerial tree
assessments, and bat emergence and re-entry surveys within
the Order Limits plus a 100m buffer; bat activity transects
within the proposed WWTP, the existing Cambridge WWTP
and adjacent to the river Cam, including the Final Effluent
Outfall to the river Cam; and static surveys at four locations
within the Order Limit.

The results of the surveys are provided within ES Volume 4
Chapter 8 Appendix 8.7 Bat Technical Appendix (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.7) [APP-092], and the impacts are assessed within ES
Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026].

The surveys were carried out in line with the Bat Survey
Guidance (Collins 2016), and the approach for these was
agreed with the Technical Working Group in 2019 (see Table
8-12 of ES Volume 4 Chapter 4 Appendix 4.2 Scoping Report
(App Doc Ref 5.4.4.) [APP-080]), with limitations presented
within Appendix 8.7 of the Bat Technical Appendix (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.7) [APP-092]. The limitations that occurred were
taken into consideration when assessing impacts, and a
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h. Biodiversity Net Gain — scheme does not adequately
demonstrate how it will deliver no net loss and the
proposed 20% BNG. Scheme is unlikely to deliver 20% BNG
for river units.
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Applicant’s Response

precautionary approach was taken. The surveys carried out
allowed the Applicant to understand the species assemblages
present and assess the impacts of the Proposed Development
on them.

h) Biodiversity Net Gain

The Applicant disagrees that the Application does not

adequately demonstrate how it will deliver no net loss. The ES

Chapter 8 Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report

(App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] details how the project will

achieve 20% BNG. Section 6.1 Project Implementation of the

ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)

Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] sets out how BNG will

be secured. In summary, this would be through the following:

Landscape masterplan (as required by dDCO Requirement 11
(App Doc Ref 2.1) [APP-010])

Provision of compensatory habitat as required as part of the
water vole licence (as approved by the local planning
authority in relation to dDCO Requirement 10 (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [APP-010])

Application of the ES Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.1 Code
of Construction Practice Parts A and B (App Doc Refs
5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2) [APP-068 and AS-161] (as required
by dDCO Requirements 8 and 9 (App Doc Ref 2.1)
[APP-010])

Likely conditions within licences which relate to habitat
provisions for water vole
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i)Code of Construction Practice Part A [APP-068] does not
provide protection for all ecological receptors during
construction, as identified in the Environment Statement.
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Applicant’s Response

Table 7-1 in section 7 of the BNG report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13)
[AS-163] summarises the future monitoring mechanisms to
implement and monitor created and reinstated habitats.

Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [APP-010])
secures the requirement for a detailed LERMP to be submitted
for approval. It must accord with the measures set out in the
LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] and must detail how
the measures contained within it contribute towards the
achievement of twenty percent biodiversity net gain for the
whole of the authorised development excluding any
biodiversity net gain to be provided as river units under the
operational outfall management and monitoring plan. No
phase of the authorised development is to commence until a
detailed landscape ecological and recreational management
plan (detailed LERMP) has been submitted to and approved by
the relevant planning authority.

The Applicant disagrees with the statement that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to deliver 20% BNG for river units.
The Applicant is committed to achieving 20% gain in river
units, a strategy for this is provided in Appendix C: Outline
River Units Net Gain Strategy of the ES Chapter 8 Appendix
8.13 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.13) [AS-163]. Appendix C states what is required to
achieve a 20% BNG on river units. The Applicant will be
updating this document for Deadline 2 to include updated
figures.
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Applicant’s Response
i) Code of Construction Practice Part A [APP-068]

The Applicant asserts that at the CoCP does provide protection

for all ecological receptors during construction. The ES Volume

4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.1 Code of Construction Practice Part A

(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068], Code of Construction

Practice Part A and ES Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.2 Code

of Construction Practice Part B (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.2) [AS-161]

include provisions in relation to the following ecological

receptors, these are set out as follows:

Bats — CoCP Part A (paragraphs 5.9.5,7.2.3,7.2.9, 7.2.22-
7.2.27) and CoCP Part B (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4)

Badger — CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.3,7.2.9, 7.2.28-7.2.31)
and CoCP Part B (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4)

Water vole — CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.3, 7.2.9, 7.2.32-
7.2.39) and CoCP Part B (paragraph 3.1)

Nesting birds — CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.9, 7.2.16-7.2.21)

Otter — CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.40-7.2.45)

Invertebrates - CoCP Part - CoCP Part A (section 5.9,
paragraphs 7.2.27,7.2.26, 7.2.53, 7.2.62-7.2.69,) and
CoCP Part B (paragraphs 3.1,3.3 and 3.4)

Reptiles - CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.9, 7.2.46-7.2.49) and
CoCP Part B (paragraphs 3.1 and 3.3)

Invasive species - CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.58) CoCP Part B
(paragraphs 3.1)

Trees and hedgerows - CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.26, 7.2.62-
7.2.69) and CoCP Part B (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4)

Riparian and aquatic vegetation (including fish and aquatic
invertebrates) — CoCP Part A (paragraphs 7.2.50-
7.2.55) and CoCP Part B (paragraph 3.1)
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j. Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management
Plan [APP-099] does not cover the entire scheme
(confined only on the new waste treatment plant) and
therefore, does not cover the mitigation and management
of all receptors.
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j) Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management
Plan [AS-066]
The Applicant acknowledges that the LERMP (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] relates to the landscape masterplan as
defined for the proposed WWTP and discussed with the
stakeholders in the Technical Worming Group, including in the
County Council.

Table 7-1 in ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity Net Gain
(BNG) Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] provides a
summary of future monitoring mechanisms for the created
and reinstated habitats as part of the Proposed Development.
These are explained further in point h above.

For areas of the Waterbeach Pipelines, Shafts 4 and 5 of the
Waste Water Transfer Tunnel, the compound area at the Final
Effluent Outfall, the construction of the Final Effluent and
Storm Pipelines between the Final Effluent Outfall and
Horningsea Road, the land will be reinstated in accordance
with the requirements of the ES Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix
2.1 Code of Construction Practice Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1)
[APP-068] and ES Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.2 Code of
Construction Practice Part B (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.2) [AS-161],
including the following.

If any planting as part of the Proposed Development which
dies or becomes seriously damaged or diseased within
five years after completion of construction, it will be

65




Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

love evexy) dvop Q
anglian o

Applicant’s Response
replaced in the first available planting season with
stock of the same species and size as that originally
planted unless otherwise agreed with the local
planning authority.

In locations of retained hedgerow there shall be consideration
of additional "thickening" to promote habitat
connectivity for bats, in particular making use of
existing hedgerow removed during construction. Any
works to hedgerow would be under the supervision of
a suitably experienced ecologist

In relation to habitats affected by the Final Effluent Outfall

within Works Plan 32, the following measures will apply:

The installation of the Final Effluent Outfall will minimise the
extent of permanent loss of riverbank habitat and
watercourse and riparian encroachment

Installation of the river protection extents to include
embedded design features to reinstate riparian
reedbed habitat

Improvement of the river bank downstream of the outfall
(within the extent of Works Plan 32) by translocation
of reedbed to thicken the riparian margin

Translocation and creation of reedbed to be into the created
ditch habitats within Works Plan 39

Pre works checks and translocation of important botanical
species

These general applicable measures in the CoCP Part A (App
Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] will also apply.
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Applicant’s Response

In relation to works to the ditch parallel to the river Cam that

affect water vole habitat, the following measures will apply:

Creation of 84m of habitat within Works Plan 39 in advance of
the start of construction, as set out within draft water
vole licence application (ES Volume 4 Appendix 8.22
Water Vole Natural England Ghost Licence Method
Statement (App Doc Ref) 5.4.8.22 [APP-107])

Minimising the extent of the area required for the
construction of the Final Effluent Outfall through
altering the design so that the ditch profile could be
reinstated upon completion of the works

For areas outside of the landscape masterplan area, the
mitigation and management activities will be secured as
follows.

Management and monitoring of the outfall area including the
areas of Works Plan 32 and 39 as required by habitat
compensation (ditches and reedbeds) in relation to the
area of Works Plan 32, including long term
management and monitoring is secured by
Requirement 10 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
139] which requires the preparation of detailed outfall
management plans for the construction and operation
phase of the Proposed Development

Management and monitoring of compensation habitat for
water vole in accordance with the licence
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k. No Construction Outfall Management Plan or
Operational Outfall Management Plan have been
submitted.

It is not possible to determine if there will be adequate
protection of biodiversity, or adequate mitigation /
management for habitat loss associated with the outfall,
water vole compensation, delivery of 20% Biodiversity Net
Gain river units, monitoring programme for scour of River
Cam (during storm events)

. Lighting Design Strategy [APP-072] does not completely
remove adverse impact of lighting scheme from bats and
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Applicant’s Response

Monitoring of reinstated hedgerows, ditches and habitats as
required by the CoCP Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1)
[APP-068]

Monitoring of reinstated land and soils as required by CoCP
Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068]

Schedule 2 requirement through a detailed monitoring plan
prepared post consent as per commitment in Appendix
C of the ES Chapter 8 Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity Net
Gain (BNG) Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163] for
offsite river units

The Applicant is satisfied that Requirements 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, &
22 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]) will adequately
secure mitigation and management of all receptors identified
within the ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-
026].

k) Construction Outfall Management Plan or
Operational Outfall Management Plan

An Outline OMMP has been prepared (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.24
[AS-073]. The Applicant will continue to engage with the
County Council in relation to the use of the outfall
management plan and these agreements will be recorded in
the SoCG.

The Applicant refers to the response to point j above in
relation to securing mitigation for biodiversity.

1) Lighting Design Strategy [APP-072]
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Low Fen Drove Way Grassland & Hedges CWS. The level of | The response to point c above sets out the conclusion of the
lighting spill associated with the operational phase is also lighting impact assessment in relation to the CWS, identifies
unclear, as well as what additional mitigation measure will | where in the Lighting Impact Assessment (App Doc Ref
be implemented at the new Waste Water Treatment Plant | 5-4-15.3) [AS-100] is set out and how mitigation is secured.
(WWTP).

Am CWS. V 4.4 The Council is concerned that the proposed draft DCO | The Applicant is satisfied that Requirements 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, &

requirements do not effectively secure conservation of
biodiversity, and seeks the following:

a. Requirement 9 - Construction Environmental
Management Plan(s) wording should include a detailed
Construction Ecological Management Plan

b. Requirement 11 - Landscape, Ecological and
Recreational Management Plan should cover the entire
scheme, including monitoring wildlife sites, compensation
for habitat loss and protected species (e.g. water vole /
badger / bats).

c. Requirement 10 - Outfall: wording of Requirement 10
should better reflect the Applicants commitment to
deliver 20% BNG for River units.

22 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]) will adequately
secure mitigation and management of all receptors identified
within the ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity.

a.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139])
requires the preparation of a detailed CEMP (which would
set out reinstatement details) and the detailed CEMP is to
be approved by the local planning authority.

The geographical focus of ES Appendix 8.14 Landscape,
Ecological and Recreational Management Plan (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] is on the immediate area around
the proposed WWTP. The Landscape Masterplan
contained in ES Appendix 8.14 Landscape, Ecological and
Recreational Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14)
[AS-066] does not include the areas of the Waste Water
Transfer Tunnel, pipeline structures or the Final Effluent
Outfall to the river Cam. The landscape, recreational and
biodiversity contexts of these elements of the Proposed
Development, together with potential environmental
effects and mitigation, are outlined in the Environmental
Statement. Commitments to reinstate land after
construction are set out in Appendix 2.1 and 2.2 of the
Code of Construction Practice Parts A and B (App Doc Ref
5.4.2.1 & 5.4.2.2) [APP-068 and AS-161].

The Applicant acknowledges that ES Appendix 8.14
Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management Plan
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(App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] relates to the landscape
masterplan as defined for the proposed WWTP and
discussed within the TWG with the stakeholders included
in the Council.

For areas of the Waterbeach Pipelines, Shafts 4 and 5 of
the Waste Water Transfer Tunnel, the compound area at
the Final Effluent Outfall, the construction of the Final
Effluent and Storm Pipelines between the Final Effluent
Outfall and Horningsea Road, the land will be reinstated in
accordance with the requirements of the ES Volume 4
Chapter 2 Appendix 2.1 Code of Construction Practice Part
A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] and ES Volume 4
Chapter 2 Appendix 2.2 Code of Construction Practice Part
B (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.2) [AS-161].

Table 7-1 provides a summary of future monitoring
mechanisms to implement and monitor created and
reinstated habitats as part of the Proposed Development
of the ES Appendix 8.13 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)
Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-163].

The Applicant has amended Requirement 10(6)(e) of the
dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1 Revision 5) to ensure that 20% BNG
in respect of river units is delivered. The requirement now
reads:

“(6) The detailed operational outfall management and
monitoring plan submitted for approval must accord
with the measures set out in the outline outfall
management and monitoring plan relating to the
operation of the outfall and must include-

(e) details of measures for the achievement of twenty
percent biodiversity net gain comprising river units
within or outside of the Order limits”
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Some consequential amendments have been made to
requirement 11(2).
4.5 We support the Applicant’s proposal to establish an The Applicant refers to paragraph 4.1.2 and 4.1.4 within
Advisory Group prior to the landscape works commencing | section 4 of the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which
in order to advise on the detailed management and confirms the intention to set up an Advisory Group and this
maintenance plan and review of the Landscape, Ecological | requirement is secured by Schedule 2 of Requirement 11 of
and Recreation Management Plan. However, it is unclear the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] relating to the detailed
how this will be delivered. The Council seeks an outline landscape scheme and LERMP which will be approved by
terms of reference document for the proposed group. Natural England and the local planning authority. The group’s
Funding will also be required to be secured to support terms of reference would form part of the detailed LERMP.
effective participation by key stakeholders, which should
include representation from local groups. The Applicant will continue to engage with relevant
stakeholders, including, but not limited to, the County Council
and Natural England, in relation to the development of the
detailed LERMP, including the terms of reference for the
Advisory Group.
Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] fulfils
this requirement and requires that the detailed plan accords
with the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066].
5 Carbon 5.1 Cambridgeshire County Council declared a Climate 5.1
Environmental | Emergency in May 2019. The County’s Climate Change The Applicant notes that the Strategy referred to was
Statement - and Environment Strategy 2022 recognises the published after the Environmental Statement - Volume 2 -
Volume 2 - opportunity to provide local leadership to tackling the Chapter 10 — Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042] was
Chapter 10 - climate crisis in Cambridgeshire. This new Strategy is our completed.

Carbon [APP-
042]

commitment to working for and with people,

5.2
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communities, businesses. This should be considered
under Local Policy.

5.2 The carbon emissions for operation are presented for
30 years, which the Applicant states is based on the 30
year lifespan of the Landscape, Ecological and
Recreational Management Plan [AAP-099]. It would be
useful to clarify what will be likely to happen after 30
years being the site is expected to be retained
indefinitely.

5.3 Decommissioning impact should include waste
disposal as well as vehicle movements.

Construction emissions should also include construction
waste disposal, which is not mentioned in Table 2-3.

5.4 Operation phase emissions do not seem to have a
baseline as part of Section 4.4 of Chapter 10 of the
Environmental Statement. It would be useful to
understand how the proposed operational emissions
compare to those of the existing plant, which would
probably be a more suitable baseline.

5.5 It is important to note that the emissions referred to
in 4.4.6 and 4.4.7 could change depending on the
electricity grid decarbonisation profile. This issue is
mentioned in 5.1.5 and 5.1.6. Year one emissions will
therefore not be representative of every year of
operation. Furthermore, it would be helpful to clarify if
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Applicant’s Response

The assessment considers the landscape masterplan lifespan
of 30 years. Once this period has elapsed there may be a
change in land use that could alter the carbon sequestration
properties.

5.3

The Applicant took a high-level approach to assessing
decommissioning which included the key activities of
transportation. This approach estimated decommissioning at
~0.03% of construction emissions (as stated in paragraph
4.5.6 of the ES Chapter 10: Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-
042]). The Applicant confirms the vehicle movements used for
the purpose of assessment are inclusive of estimated
movements of waste in relation to decommissioning for the
purpose of permit surrender.

5.4

The assessment of operational phase emissions is explained in
section 4.4 of the ES Chapter 10 (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-
042]. Paragraph 4.4.1 sets out that the utilisation of biogas in
CHP engines is the same approach taken for the operational
emissions of the baseline. The Applicant confirms that the ES
Chapter 10 (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042] will be amended
in this section to clarify this approach. An updated Chapter
will be provided at Deadline 3.

5.5
Section 4.4 of the ES Chapter 10 (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-
042] relates only to Year 1 of operation (as stated in para
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the net emissions ‘per year’ referred to in 4.4.7 and
Figure 4.3 (and in Table 5-1) —is equal to the figure for
year 1, or for an average year across the 30 years?

5.6 When considering the entire lifetime of the plant, it
would be helpful to understand alternatives to exporting
gas to the grid considering the move to electrification of
heating. Environmental Statement Chapter 10 appendix
10.1 GHG calculations [APP-109]

5.7 We note some matters of detail would be helpful to
clarify with the Applicant in relation to the tables before
completing a review and commenting on this appendix.
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Applicant’s Response

4.4.1) and is based on electricity factors for the assumed
opening year. The UK Government electricity grid projections
show a decrease in grid emissions intensity, therefore year 1
would be expected to be the most carbon intensive and
represent a worst case.

The reference to ‘Per year’ in paragraph 4.4.7 of the ES
Chapter 10 (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042] is part of section
4.4 which relates only to year 1 of operation. The row for
‘operation of the proposed WWTP’ in Table 5.1 also relates to
year 1. The Applicant confirms that The ES Chapter 10 (App
Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042] will be amended in para 4.4.7 and
Table 5.1 to confirm this approach. This will be proved at
Deadline 3.

5.6

The Applicant notes the comments and will continue to
discuss the issues and concerns raised with Natural England.
Additional technologies could be feasible to utilise the
biomethane should injection to the grid no longer be the
preferred option. Options could include compressing or
liquifying the gas to produce Compressed or Liquified Biogas
(CBG/LBG) — this could then either be bottled or used in
vehicles to replace fossil fuels (Diesel) and create blue
hydrogen, utilising solar as a power source and coupled with
CO2 capture to produce a low emission fuel.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
The viability and preferred options from these technologies
would need to be reviewed as and when grid injection was no
longer seen as a beneficial end-use of biogas.
5.7
The Applicant welcomes further discussion in relation to
details relating to the tables on Appendix 10.1 and will record
outcomes of further engagement in the SoCG.

6 Health 6.1 We support the approach taken to assess the impacts | The Applicant welcomes the comments in relation to the

on human health. The Environmental Statement - Volume
2 - Chapter 12- Health [APP-044] is comprehensive and
has taken a sound methodological approach. Appropriate
data sources have been used including the
Cambridgeshire Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA)
Core Data Set, however there are other JSNA’s which
could have been referenced, for example “Transport and
Health JSNA”, “New Housing and the Built Environment
JSNA”,

6.2 There are concerns that the disruption to access to
services, particularly education have not been
consistently addressed. In Table 2-8 in the Environmental
Statement Chapter 12 [APP-044], it states changes to
road layout or volumes of traffic are unlikely to
significantly affect access to education, and therefore
scoped out of any further assessment. However, earlier in
the Health Chapter it states "changes in access to local
services (Fen Ditton School) - during construction" will be

approach of the health impact assessment.

6.1

The Applicant is aware of the Cambridgeshire Themed
Reports (2013-2017) which include the JSNA documents
relating to Transport, Health and a dozen other sub-topics.
These documents provided interesting context on some of
the issues relevant to the assessment, although were not
used to the same extent as the JSNA Core Data Set and were
therefore not included in the list of data sources.

6.2

The Applicant has assessed the health effects on Fen Ditton
Primary School within ES Chapter 12 Health (App Doc Ref
5.2.12) [APP-044]. In section 4.2.58 to 4.2.65, it has been
concluded there may be a slight adverse effect on walkers
and cyclists accessing Fen Ditton Primary School, due to
construction activity associated with the proposed WWTP.
The effect is not expected to be significant as delays are not
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an effect. More information is needed to ensure a good
access is maintained throughout the construction phase.

6.3 The Environmental Statement, Chapter 12, needs to
include consideration of the “ventilation stack” which is
to be installed on the existing site at the interception
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anticipated to be substantial and due to segregation between
construction activity and walkers and cyclists. Measures to
mitigate the effect are outlined in section 4.2.63 within ES
Chapter 12 Health (App Doc Ref 5.2.12) [APP-044].

The commitment to set up a community liaison is contained
within the CTMP (App Doc ref 5.4.19.1) [APP-141]. Section 3
of ‘CTMP Management and Communication” would include
engaging with South Cambridgeshire District Council,
Cambridgeshire County Council and National Highways to
ensure the monitoring process is agreed and can be reported
back to relevant stakeholders.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a detailed community liaison plan
which must accord with the measures set out in the
Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132] for each
phase of the development, to be submitted and approved
alongside the CEMP for each phase.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved alongside the
CEMP for each phase.

6.3

The assessment of odour emissions from the vent stack is
provided in the ES Chapter 18 Odour (App Doc Ref 5.2.18)
[APP-050]. Section 4.3 of ES Chapter 18: Odour (App Doc Ref
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shaft. The impacts should be assessed for future
residential receptors. It is unclear if the stack will be
removed if/or when the site is redeveloped and therefore
how long it will be in situ.
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5.2.18) assesses the operation of the vent. Para 4.3.73
indicates that the likely odour effect is expected to be, at
worst, Negligible at the nearest receptor locations based on
the frequency, intensity and duration of any effects, the
source odour potential, pathway effectiveness, sensitivity of
receptors and the function of embedded odour control
features. The assessment considers that the risk of odour will
be mitigated through use of a permanent vent stack inclusive
of carbon filter. The residual impact is negligible and not
significant.

The Applicant confirms that the Waste Water Transfer Tunnel
vent located at the interception shaft at the start of the
Waste Water Transfer Tunnel within the site of the existing
Cambridge WWTP will be a permanent vent stack. It will
include a carbon filter, extending to a height of up to 10m
above ground level and an adjacent filter installation at
ground level for odour control. The design of the vent stack,
inclusive of carbon filter and the height, is explicitly so to
minimise odour release.

The presence and purpose of the vent has been discussed
with the County Council at Technical Working Group
meetings.

In relation to ES Volume 4 Chapter 18 Appendix 18.4
Preliminary Odour Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.18.4)
[AS-106], the Applicant refers to Requirement 20 (Odour
management plan) of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139],
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6.4 The impact on the Gypsy and Traveller population has
not been addressed within the Environmental Statement,
Chapter 12, instead referring to the assessment on this
population within the Equalities Impact Assessment
(EQIA) [APP-211]. The EQIA, however appears not to have
consulted with this group directly.

6.5 The health impacts on construction workers,
particularly access to healthy food, should be included as
part of the Environmental Statement Chapter 12. It is
likely that construction workers will source food from
takeaway provision, probably from “burger vans” which
long term is an unhealthy source of food.

which states that no commissioning is to take place until a
detailed odour management plan has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the relevant planning authority. The
detailed odour management plan must be in accordance with
the measures in the preliminary odour management plan and
the principles and assessments set out in the relevant part

of the environmental statement. The authorised development
must be operated in accordance with the approved odour
management plan. A preliminary Odour Management Plan is
provided within the application (App Doc Ref 5.4.18.4) [AS-
106].

Through this approval process, the Applicant would agree
with Cambridge City Council the necessary measures in
relation to odour including the vent.

6.4

As stated in Section 4.2, paragraph 4.2.6 of the Consultation
Report submitted with the Application (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-
116], a site visit to a seldom heard traveller group was made
by members of the project team on 11 September 2020, with
South Cambridgeshire District Councillor Hazel Smith to
distribute community consultation leaflets and to answer
guestions about the Proposed Development.

6.5

At this stage, the Applicant is not aware of the specific food
provision that will be available to construction workers, as
this is likely to be influenced by the approach taken by the
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6.6 The Council would seek further clarity regarding the
decommissioning process and responsibility for
decontamination of the site prior to redevelopment. The
Health Chapter references the Decommissioning Plan
[AAP-070], but some of the potential Health Impacts are
either not clear or have not been addressed. Clarity is
needed on the decommissioning timelines, i.e., how long
is the decommissioning process, at what point does it
start, and how long are the gaps between each stage.
There are concerns that once the site is decommissioned
there may be a considerable gap until the site is
redeveloped. Disused sites such as this may become
targets for theft, vandalism and general antisocial
behaviour, this can lead to increased community
perceptions of lack of safety. The Equalities Impact
Assessment (EQIA) [APP-211] concludes that there are no
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specific contractor. As stated in section 5.3.3 the CoCP Part A
(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068], the Principal Contractor(s)
appointed by the Applicant will be responsible for setting up
construction compounds and maintaining these in a safe,
clean and tidy condition. Welfare facilities including toilets,
kitchen and dining facilities and drying rooms will be provided
within the main construction compounds as required by the
CDM Regulations.

It is assumed that construction workers will be free to make
their own choices regarding food and that mobile food
outlets, as well as other sources of food, will be available. In
other projects, healthy food advice has been provided as part
of standard health, safety and wellbeing briefings, alongside
other advice on healthy lifestyles. Therefore, it is not
considered likely that the Proposed Development would
influence lifestyle choices and a change to the baseline
position to such an extent that significant health effects
would be reported.

6.6

The Applicant refers to the EPR 2012 (RG9) The regulator
must accept an application to surrender an environmental
permit in whole or in part under reqgulation 25(2) if it is
satisfied that the necessary measures have been taken — (c) to
avoid a pollution risk resulting from the operation of the
regulated facility; and (d) to return the site of the regulated
facility to a satisfactory state, having regard to the state of
the site before the facility was put into operation.
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equalities impacts, however the impacts on human health
have not adequately been addressed.

6.7 Sections 6.2-6.5, 6.7-9, and 6.11-6.13 of the
Decommissioning Plan [AAP-070] refers to the process of
emptying the “tanks” on site and “punching holes in them
to prevent water build up. The Environmental Statement,
Chapter 12, Health, has not assessed if there are any
human health impacts of leaving these tanks in place with
the potential for leachate from said holes.

6.8 Section 6.15.4 of the Decommissioning Plan mentions
the need for temporary odour control/scrubbers, the use
of such controls has not been assessed within the
Environmental Statement, Chapter 12, Health. In
addition, the health impacts of the cleaning process e.g.
through fugitive emissions and/or noise have not been
assessed with the Health Chapter. In addition are there
any human health impact during cleaning from (spray,
odour etc.).
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6.7

The piercing of the tanks would follow completion of
decommissioning tasks, i.e. once residual materials have been
removed and tanks cleaned. The piercing is to prevent
rainwater filling the tanks over time and clean rainwater
would drain to ground. Accordingly there is no pathway for
contamination and therefore no associated health impacts to
consider.

6.8

The Applicant has reported odour effects for
decommissioning in section 4.4 of ES Chapter 18 Odour (App
Doc Ref 4.2.18) [APP-050]. This included assessment of
draining and cleaning of waste water storage tanks and
equipment, which was concluded to be, at worst, negligible
(section 4.4.11) and with the mitigation measures in place,
odour effects during decommissioning are anticipated to be
similar to current conditions at the existing Cambridge WWTP
and would not cause new odour effects at receptors.

The Applicant has reported air quality effects for
decommissioning in section 4.4 of ES Chapter 7 Air Quality
(App Doc Ref 5.2.7) [APP-039]. The air quality assessment was
completed on the basis that designed-in measures (indicated
in Table 2-19 ), the Outline Decommissioning Plan (App Doc
Ref: 5.4.2.3) [AS-051]and air quality management plan
(AQMP) requirements are implemented during
decommissioning activities and concluded that predicted
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impacts and effects on air quality associated with
construction vehicle movements and construction plant
during the decommissioning of the existing Cambridge WWTP
were found to be not significant.

The Applicant has reported health effects for
decommissioning in section 4.4 of ES Chapter 12: Health (App
Doc Ref 5.2.12) [APP-044]. This specifically considers changes
to health and wellbeing due to an increase in noise, air
quality, dust, odour, traffic and visual effects; potential risk to
human health from water pollution; and potential risk to
human health from hazardous waste and substances and
does not report any significant health effects during
decommissioning.

ES Appendix 2.3 Outline Decommissioning Plan (App Doc Ref
5.4.2.3) [AS-051] sets out the proposed decommissioning
activities. No further health effects in relation to these
decommissioning activities or associated odour and air quality
effects have been identified.

Equalities
Impact
Assessment
[AAP-211]

6.9 The Council broadly supports the findings of the
Equalities Impact Assessment (EqlA), however there are
concerns that the consultation has not reached some
stakeholder groups. The Traveller community is not
included in Appendix 7.12.2 of the EqlA that lists the
stakeholder groups identified and contacted. The Health
Chapter of the Environmental Statement specifically
states that any health impacts to this group are
considered with the EglA. Without specific consultation

6.9

The Applicant refers to the Consultation Report (App Doc Ref
6.1) [AS-115] submitted with the Application where in Section
4.2, paragraph 4.2.6, it is stated that a site visit to a seldom
heard traveller group was made by members of the project
team on 11 September 2020 with South Cambridgeshire
District Councillor Hazel Smith to distribute community
consultation leaflets and be on hand to answer questions
about the relocation project
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with this group it is difficult to have assurance that the
Health Impacts have been adequately addressed. This
group have some of the poorest health outcomes and
have a lower life expectancy when compared to the rest
of the local population.

6.10 Appendix 7.12.2 of the EqlA (Stakeholders relevant
to the EqlA identified and contacted) lists the
stakeholders consulted, there are concerns that a
significant number of stakeholders did not respond, whilst
individual responses are not within the gift of the
applicant the EqlA has not given sufficient detail on the
attempts made to gather views or if any other
data/similar consultations could have be used as proxy
measure to ensure relevant views were taken into
account in preparation of the EqlA.

Appendix 12.1: Health Screening Document [AAP-111]
6.11 The Council welcomes a high level introduction to
health within the context of an EIA as well as the
consideration given to key documents such as South
Cambridgeshire Supplementary Planning Guidance for
HIAs and the Public Health England Health Impact
Assessment in spatial planning 2021. The Council further
welcomes the inclusion of the wider determinants of
health as the full scope of health considerations within
the HIA.
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6.10

The Applicant contacted 21 organisations to invite them to an
engagement telephone interview. Contact was made via
email, where no response was received a follow up email and
phone call were made to the organisations. Broader
consultation material was considered, however the EqlA only
reports on issues relating to equality and protected
characteristic groups, of which there was nothing specifically
raised in the consultation.

The Applicant contacted 21 organisations to invite them to an
engagement telephone interview. Contact was made via
email, where no response was received a follow up email and
phone call were made to the organisations. Broader
consultation material was considered, however the EqlA only
reports on issues relating to equality and protected
characteristic groups, of which there was nothing specifically
raised in the consultation.

Similar consultations cannot be used as a proxy measure as
engagement and potential issues are project specific and
therefore using a proxy would not accurately depict the
experiences of equality groups.

6.11
The Applicant welcomes the support to the approach taken
for the Health Screening Document.
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Health Evidence Review 12.2 [AAP-112]

6.12 The Council supports the review and has identified
links between the environmental, social and economic
health determinants and their health outcomes.
Appendix 12.3: Mental Wellbeing Impact Assessment
(MWIA) [AAP-113]

6.13 The MWIA screening toolkit appears fit for purpose
and well utilised. With regard to Annex A MWIA screening
toolkit, the data appears to say that no further MWIA is
required. However, the narrative in the supporting text
suggests different. Clarification will be sought from the
Applicant.

6.12
The Applicant welcomes the support to the approach taken
for the Health Evidence Review.

6.13

The Applicant has prepared ES Appendix 12.3 Mental
Wellbeing Impact Assessment (MWIA) (App Doc Ref 5.4.12.3)
[AS-077], which does not recommend further Mental
Wellbeing Impact Assessments. Comments or
recommendations are set out in section 4 of ES Appendix 12.3
Mental Wellbeing Impact Assessment (MWIA) (App Doc Ref
5.4.12.3) [AS-077].

7 Historic
Environment

7.1 The Council welcomes the approach to the mitigation
of construction impacts on undesignated heritage assets
of archaeological interest and the stated intention of
agreeing the programme of work with the County
Council’s Historic Environment Team.

Further work to define the scope of the archaeological
investigation, the research objectives and outcomes of
the programme of work will be necessary to ensure that
this approach is appropriately targeted and effective.

The Applicant welcomes the support on the approach to
mitigation to undesignated assets. The Applicant confirms the
intention to prepare an Archaeological Investigation and
Mitigation Strategy which will be developed in consultation
with County Council’s Historic Environment Team.

8 Land Quality

8.1 Policy 5 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste Local Plan (July 2021) identifies a
number of mineral safeguarding areas on its associated
Policies Map.

The Applicant confirms its intention to utilise all excavated
material not required for reinstatement within the landscape
masterplan. The majority of this material will be derived from
the excavation of the Transfer tunnel.
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Mineral Safeguarding Areas identify areas of mineral
deposits, and Policy 5 seeks to promote prior extraction
where possible. During the course of the Examination the
Council will be seeking to ensure that best use is made of
any sand and gravel incidentally extracted as part of the
development.
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The Applicant refers to measures relating to the reuse of
materials within the Proposed Development as set out within
CoCP Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068], Section 7.9
(Waste management and resource use, Waste minimisation)
which requires the implementation of an approved Materials
Management Plan.

Further the application of CL:AIRE Definition of Waste:
Development Industry Code of Practice (CL:AIRE, 2011) would
be applied for the reuse of excavated waste materials (if
required).

9 Landscape
and Visual
Amenity

9.1 The Proposed Development will have a significant
adverse impact on the landscape both visually (from both
the new structures and lighting proposed), but also as a
result of the traffic generated by the Development during
operation along its new access road. The Byway Open to
all traffic (No. 130/17 Horningsea) runs immediately to
the north and east of the Proposed Development. It is
relatively lightly used, but is appreciated for its wide open
views of the surrounding countryside, particularly
towards the fens to the east and south-east. The Council
welcomes the proposed new dedicated Public Bridleway
linking Low Fen Drove with Station Road, Stow-cum-Quy,
and recognises that this may provide some reasonable
degree of compensation for users of the public rights of
way (PROW) network and local communities.

The Councils would prefer that this path was a Restricted
Byway, as this would enable use by carriage drivers who

The Applicant welcomes support for the change in status of a
section of existing track as a Bridleway.

There is no linkage between the proposed WWTP and the
requested change of status of the Public Byway. The Applicant
understands this change of status is primarily being sought to
address existing anti-social behaviour (ASB) associated with
motorised vehicles. The Proposed Development is unlikely to
increase such behaviour and indeed may reduce such activity
due to the increased presence of staff and visitors in the
vicinity. Given these considerations, the Applicant considers
that it would be difficult to justify the inclusion of these
powers in the dDCO. However, the section 106 agreement
proposed with South Cambridgeshire District Council provides
for monitoring of ASB and the ability for the County Council to
call on a financial contribution if such monitoring shows an
increase in ASB arising as a result of the Proposed
Development (see response to ExQ1.1.5) [AS-127].
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have few facilities available in the area, and it would also
confer equal rights for cyclists as for other non-motorised
users (NMUs). However, details to ensure the delivery of
a dedicated PROW is needed to avoid concerns being
raised during the Examination. It will also help meet
certain policy requirements of the Cambridgeshire Rights
of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP), National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 100, the Defra 25
Year Environment Plan, and the Cambridgeshire &
Peterborough Joint Health and Wellbeing Integrated Care
Strategy.

9.2 Noting the above, the Council consider that more
could be done to offset the adverse impact on local
communities, including provision for all NMUs being
inclusive of equestrians along the B1047 over the A14
bridge into Fen Ditton, meeting the new Bridleways being
delivered as part of the Marleigh housing development;
Section 106 (s106) legal agreement monies for protection
and enhancement of the existing PROW network in the
vicinity of the proposed development; heritage
interpretation boards; and a Community Fund to help
support local community initiatives. The Councils would
welcome early engagement with the Applicant to resolve
these concerns by the close of the Examination.
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The Applicant notes the comments and will continue to

engage with the local planning authority on this point. The
outcome of this engagement will be recorded in the SoCG.

10 Material
Resources and
Waste

10.1 The Council notes that a quantity of material will be
excavated from the ground to construct the proposed
Transfer Tunnel and that this will be used in landscaping

The Applicant confirms its intention to utilise all excavated
material not required for reinstatement within the landscape
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around the proposed Water Recycling Centre. During the
Examination the Council will be seeking to ensure that
only material from the development is used in the
landscaping and that inert material from other
developments will not be required. If this were to occur it
would change the policy context, and Policy 26 Other
Developments Requiring Importation of Materials

would be relevant. The Council wishes to ensure that the
importation of inert material will not be required.
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masterplan. The majority of this material will be derived from
the excavation of the Waste Water Transfer Tunnel.

The Applicant refers to paragraph 4.2.9 of ES Chapter 16:
Material Resources and Waste (App Doc Ref 5.2.16) [APP-
048] which states that 'based on the volume of material
required for the proposed earth bank, as a worst-case
scenario, there will be a deficit of 4,373 m?3 of material that
will need to be imported, which is 1.65% of the estimated
volume of fill material required for the proposed earth bank.

Table 2-5 of ES Appendix 16.1 Material Resource
Requirements and Waste Estimates (App Doc Ref 5.4.16.1)
[APP-132] states that ' The numbers provided indicate a minor
shortfall in the volume required for the earth bank. As the
intention is a 'cut fill balance' there would be minor
adjustments in earthworks to achieve this intention, as a
worst case however the import of material for this shortfall is
considered in the assessment’. The design of the Proposed
Development will endeavour to ensure a cut fill balance is
achieved and the Proposed Development does not require
the importation of material.

Reuse of some of the non-hazardous excavated materials
such as large rocks, non-plastic redundant pipe material etc.,
identified for disposal (26,241m?3) in Table 2-7 of ES Appendix
16.1 Material Resource Requirements and Waste Estimates
(App Doc Ref 5.4.16.1) [APP-132], as excavated material other
than topsoil, rock or artificial hard material and refers to
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litter/rubbish, large rocks, redundant pipework, land drain
debris etc. will also be explored. If the final design requires
the import of small volumes of inert material, then a
consultation will be undertaken with Cambridge County
Council to identify and agree the approach to mitigate
potential effects from the importation of material.

The Applicant also refers to measures relating to the reuse of
materials within the Proposed Development as set out within
CoCP Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068], Section 7.9
(Waste management and resource use, Waste minimisation)
which requires the implementation of an approved Materials
Management Plan.

11 Noise and
Vibration

11.1 The Council is generally satisfied that the noise and
vibration assessment is robust and

has used appropriate methodology, however there are
concerns that the noise for the emergency generators has
been scoped out.

11.2 There are also concerns that some assessments can’t
be adequately concluded as some of the fixed plant
locations e.g. the pumping station have yet to be
determined and confirmed. Further assessments will be
needed to assure there are no impacts on human health
from noise and vibration when the locations have been
confirmed.

11.1 The Applicant welcomes support of the approach to the
assessment of noise and vibration. Sections 2.9.17 and 2.9.18
of ES Chapter 17 Noise and Vibration (App Doc Ref 5.2.17)
[AS-036] provides a summary of assumptions regarding the
flare stack and emergency generators.

In relation to the scoping out of potential impacts from
emergency generators, the Applicant notes this is because
generators would not be used during typical operation.
Generator testing would be conducted during daytime
periods only which minimises potential impacts by avoiding
more sensitive times of the day. It is expected under electrical
power failure, emergency generators would be used for
relatively short durations only (expected to be up to a few
hours only in emergency circumstances). The site layout
design also minimises noise impacts from emergency
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generators during testing or emergency use due to their
location at a low level within the earthwork embankment. On
this basis, noise from back-up power systems were excluded
from the assessment.

Generator noise emissions would not be significantly greater
than other individual source of noise at the site during
operation (i.e. due to occupational noise requirements for
employees working at the site). Overall noise levels at the
nearest receptors during emergency generator testing would
therefore not significantly increase prediction results and
would not affect assessment outcomes or significance.

The flare stack would be used to prevent excess gas pressure
for safety reasons and would not be used during typical
operation. The flare stack operation is for safety reasons only
but could operate during day or night-time periods. It is not
known how long the flare stack would operate for each event.
The flare stack would be used for required periods to enable
safe operation of the proposed WWTP. Due to the elevated
location of the flare stack, exhaust noise has the potential to
affect a wider area compared to the emergency generator.
For these reasons noise from the flare stack was included to
represent a reasonable worst case scenario.

11.2

The Applicant notes the comments in relation to the pumping
station, however this aspect is not part of the Application.
Section 2.8.4 of ES Chapter 2: Project Description (App Doc
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Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] describes that the new pumping station
at Waterbeach does not form part of the consent sought by
the Application and is, therefore, outside the scope of the
Proposed Development and the operational noise impact
assessment.

The developer of the new pumping station will be responsible
for the assessment of potential noise impacts from the
pumping station and to comply with all relevant planning
requirements.

Assessment of cumulative effects is summarised in Tables 4-2
and 4-3 in ES Chapter 22 Cumulative Effects (App Doc Ref
5.2.22) [AS-044]. There are no nearby operational noise
sources associated with the Proposed Development in the
nearby area to the Waterbeach pumping station. There is no
overlap between the timing of construction activities related
to the Proposed Development and the operation of the
pumping station, therefore there are no cumulative impacts
to consider in this respect.

12 Odour

12.1 The proposed 10m (above ground level) permanent
ventilation stack to the interception shaft, at the start of
the wastewater transfer tunnel within the existing
Cambridge WWTP, requires further consideration having
regard to a future residential use of the site. From a
planning perspective, notwithstanding the potential
application of the NPPF’'s Agent of Change Principle at any
such point, planned odour controls should, from the
outset, be such as to robustly protect residential amenity

The Applicant confirms the Waste Water Transfer Tunnel vent
located at the interception shaft at the start of the transfer
tunnel within the existing Cambridge WWTP will be a
permanent vent stack inclusive of a carbon filter, extending to
a height of up to 10m above ground level and an adjacent
filter installation at ground level for odour control. The design
of the vent stack, inclusive of carbon filter and the height is
explicitly so to minimise odour release.

88




Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

throughout the use of the infrastructure’s operations.
Paragraph 5.1.5 of the Preliminary Odour Management
Plan [AAP-140] mentions controls ‘expected’ to be
included. More certainty as to the necessary mitigations
needed are sought. Further, the potential
application/weight of Policy 18:

Amenity Considerations, of the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Minerals and Waste local Plan must be
accounted for. The policy refers to how development
proposals can be integrated effectively with existing or
planned neighbouring development.
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The presence and purpose of the vent has been discussed
with the County Council within Technical Working Ggroup
meetings.

In relation to the preliminary odour plan, the Applicant refers
to Requirement 20 (Odour management plan) of the dDCO
(App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139], which states that no
commissioning is to take place until a detailed odour
management plan has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the relevant planning authority. The detailed odour
management plan must be in accordance with the measures
in the preliminary odour management plan and the principles
and assessments set out in the relevant part

of the environmental statement. The authorised development
must be operated in accordance with the approved odour
management plan.

Through this approval process, the Applicant would agree the
necessary measures with Cambridge City Council in relation
to odour, including the vent.

The Applicant also refers to Requirement 7 of the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] which requires details to be submitted
for approval to the local planning authority are in accordance
with the design objectives set out within the Design and
Access Statement (App Doc Ref 7.6) [AS-168] which includes
Objective 3.2 Minimise impact of odour, through layout of the
plant and specification of equipment.
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The Applicant therefore considers that Requirements 7 and
20 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] and the approval
of the detailed design and detailed management plan
sufficiently addresses this comment.

13 Traffic and
Transport
DCO Order
[APP-009]

13.1 The Highway Authority seeks that all works within
the adopted public highway be agreed with the developer
using Section 278 (S278) of the Highways Act 1980. This
will require the developer to enter into appropriate S278
Agreements, with either a bond or cash deposit, pay the
Highway Authority’s inspection fees and any legal fees
resulting from the works. Such measure will provide a
suitable level of protection for the Highway Authority
(and ultimately the citizens of Cambridgeshire) in the
event of any difficulties being encountered in the future.
This requirement will necessitate the DOC to be
amended.

13.2 The Highway Authority already has two forms of
$278 Agreement:

I. The Formal Agreement. This is used when any land
needs to be dedicated as adopted public highway (using
Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980), when a formal
Road Safety Audit is required and when the estimated
value of the works is above £50,000.

Il. The Short Form Agreement. This is used for minor
works under the value of £50,000. Given the current rate
of inflation and nature of the works the Highway
Authority would be content to see this figure increased to
£100,000.

The Applicant recognises the need for clarity on how
consenting powers that would normally reside with
Cambridgeshire County Council, would be applied through
the DCO (if and when made) without adversely affecting the
County Council’s wider role to respond to applications by
other parties for similar consents on the same receptors.

The Applicant also recognises the need to review with the
County Council all the Traffic and Transport issues raised in
points 13.1 to 13.65 with the respective traffic officers and
technical specialists. The Applicant has sought to address this
in a further Traffic and Access meeting. As at Deadline 1, a
meeting date is still to be confirmed but the Applicant
acknowledges the County Council’s limited time and
resources to discuss each item in detail. The Applicant
proposes to hold this meeting between Deadline 1 and
Deadline 2 and provide detailed response on these matter s
within the SoCG with the Council.

In response to the specific points raised at 13.1 to 13.8
regarding the use of a Section 278 agreement, this was
discussed at ISH1. The Applicant refers to the section of the
Post Hearing Submission (p18) dealing with Part 6 of the
dDCO and, since the hearing, has converted the County
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13.3 The Highway Authority already has precedent forms
of both agreements and if their structure could be agreed
as part of the DOC, this will significantly increase the
speed at which the agreements can be issued and reduce
the need for legal input from both sides.

13.4 Road Safety Audits (RSA): GG119 of the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges States:

5.46.1 A stage 1 RSA report should be undertaken before
planning consent is applied for as this demonstrates that
the potential for road user safety issues has been
addressed.

The RSA Stage 1 for the main signalised access to the
waste water treatment plant has been completed (25th
November 2022), though no Designers Response has
been provided so the process is incomplete.

Protective Provisions

13.5 The Protective Provisions for the highway authority
are generally comprehensive.

However, the County Council has the following concerns:
13.6 There is no mention of compensation to the Local
Highway Authority (LHA) for possible damage to the
highway network as a result of extraordinary levels of
traffic — this could be particularly relevant during
construction phases.
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Applicant’s Response
Council’s Section 278 agreement wording into protective
provisions for review by the County Council.

The Applicant has responded to points 13.9 to 13.18 as part

of its response to ExQ1.10.6.
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13.7 The timescales presented are not sufficient. The
timeline for certification and provisional certification is
set at 14 days, but this is not realistic as it would need to
include a site inspection. The County Council requests 21
days.

13.8 The protective provisions do not appear to
encompass any works that affect PROW.

However, PROW are public highways governed by the
same traffic management procedures. The Council would
request that this provision is amended to explicitly refer
also to PROW.
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Applicant’s Response

Street Works
(Article 10 and
Schedule 3)

13.9 The schedule should clearly state which streets are
public highways and which are not.

13.10 The undertaker should be required to agree the
timing and nature of its works with the LHA prior to
commencement and submit Permits via DfT Street
Manager in advance of any works on the public highway
and / or any temporary closures or traffic management to
enable the Highway Authority to co-ordinate the network.
13.11 It would be helpful for this article to explicitly linked
to the protective provisions.

13.9

The statutory definition of ‘street’ in s48(1) of the New Roads
and Street Work Act 1991 includes adopted and unadopted
highway.

The Applicant is concerned that inserting reference to whether
or not a street is currently adopted highway could create potential
confusion in the future should the position of that change, but
more importantly does not consider it to be necessary to the
operation of the provision, nor is it standard practice for DCO
drafting.

13.10

The Applicant notes there is no reference to a permit in the
New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 and assume this is a
general reference to notices and authorisations under that
Act.
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Applicant’s Response

However, all street works remain subject to the provisions of
ss54-106 of the 1991 Act, including any related requirements to
give notice.

The Applicant refers to Article 10(3) of the dDCO (App Doc Ref
2.1) [AS-139] which states the following.

The provisions of sections 54 to 106 of the 1991 Act(a) (save
insofar as disapplied through the operation of article 49
(application, disapplication and modification of legislative
provisions) and Part 1 of Schedule 17 (miscellaneous controls)
to this Order) apply to any street works carried out under
paragraph (1).

The effect of declaring any street works to be undertaken under
authority of a statutory right is to avoid the need for a licence
to be obtained under s50, and to clarify that in undertaking
such works, the undertaker will not be committing a criminal
offence under s51. If the County Council are referring to the
need for authorisations under the 1991 Act, the Applicant
confirms that, for the avoidance of doubt, these are not
affected by Article 10 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139].

13.11

The Applicant does not agree as there many powers in the
dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] which are regulated by
protective provisions and the Applicant does not consider it
necessary to make a specific reference in this particular
instance.

Alterations to
streets

13.12 The schedule should clearly state which streets are
public highways and which are not.

13.12
The Applicant reiterates its response above regarding Article
10, which is relevant here.
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(Article 11 and
Schedule 4)

Relevant Representation Comment
13.13 It would be helpful for this article to make direct
reference to the protective provisions.
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Applicant’s Response
13.13

The Applicant reiterates its response above regarding Article
10, which is relevant here.

PROW (Article
13)

13.14 The undertaker should be required to issue CCC
with a schedule of proposed temporary closures.
Alternatively, this could be provided for within the
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP).

13.15 The undertaker should be required to seek CCC
approval before enacting any closures. The Council would
request that this be added to this article.

13.16 Article 13(4) covers creation of new PROW. The
creation of new PROW should be subject to highway
authority protective provisions like any other highway.

13.14

The detail of the closures sought by the Applicant is already
contained in the dDCO Schedule (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
and so it is not considered that any further schedule will be
needed. If a PRoW is to be closed which has not been
identified, this must be agreed with the highway authority
(article 13(1)(b) of the dDCO) (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139].

13.15

The Applicant notes the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
already requires approval of temporary closures where the
Applicant and the County Council need to agree a diverted
route if it has not been identified in Schedule 6 and on the
rights of way plans (as per Article 13(1)(b)). The Applicant
submits that the DCO is the mechanism for approval of the
closures in Schedule 6 and, therefore, it should not be
required to seek further consent. The Applicant is, however,
happy to notify the County Council of closures prior to them
occurring and has made this amendment in the dDCO at
Article 13(5) as follows:

The undertaker must provide written notice to the relevant
highway authority of any closure. Closure must not be effected
earlier than the expiry of 14 days from the date of the receipt of
the notice by the relevant highway authority.
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Applicant’s Response

This change is shown in Document 2.1 Draft Development
Consent Order (Rev 5) (Clean) and 2.1 Draft Development
Consent Order (Rev 5) (Tracked) submitted at Deadline 1. The
change is also noted in Document 2.4 DCO Changes Tracker
(Rev 3) (Clean) and 2.4 DCO Changes Tracker (Rev 3) (Tracked).

13.16 The Applicant notes the comment and will discuss the
need for protective provisions for the new PROW and record
the outcome in the SoCG.

Accesses
(Article 14)

13.17 The construction or alteration of any access that
joins the highway should be covered by the Protective
Provisions. It is not immediately clear that this is covered
in the DCO.

CCC should have the right under the DCO to approve the
design, construction and completion of any new access,
which includes the need for street lighting as part of the
design.

13.17

The Applicant is content with this suggestion and has
amended Article 14 to provide that any works to create a
permanent access which joins a highway maintainable at the
public expense must be carried out in accordance with the
protective provisions. This change is shown in Document 2.1
Draft Development Consent Order (Rev 5) (Clean) and 2.1
Draft Development Consent Order (Rev 5) (Tracked)
submitted at Deadline 1.

The change is also noted in Document 2.4 DCO Changes
Tracker (Rev 3) (Clean) and 2.4 DCO Changes Tracker (Rev 3)
(Tracked).

Maintenance
(Article 15)

13.18 There should be a 12 month maintenance period
from the issue of the Provisional Certificate when the

works are completed. Upon final certification the street
works become highway maintainable at public expense.

13.18
This is dealt with in Article 15 and the protective provisions as
follows.

95




Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference
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Applicant’s Response

15.—(1) The highway works must be completed in accordance
with the provisions of Parts 5 and 6 of Schedule 15 (protective
provisions).

1. With effect from the date of the final certificate referred
to in paragraph 11 of Part 5 and paragraph 10 of Part 6
of Schedule 15 the highway works to which that
certificate relates will be maintained by and at the
expense of the relevant highway authority.

2. Where new land not previously part of the public
highway is the subject of a provisional certificate under
paragraph 7 of Part 5 or Part 6 of Schedule 15 then it is
deemed to be dedicated as art of the public highway on
the issue of that certificate.

The protective provisions then state:

Defects period

9.—(1) The undertaker must at its own expense remedy any
defects in the specified works as are reasonably required by the
local highway authority to be remedied during the defects
period within 4 weeks of receiving notification of the same or
such other time period as is agreed.

(2) Following the issue of the provisional certificate the local
highway authority has responsibility for maintenance of the
highway.

The defects period is defined as s the period from the date of the
provisional certificate to the date of the final certificate which
shall be no less than 12 months from the date of the provisional
certificate

Final Certificate
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Applicant’s Response

10.—(1) The undertaker must apply to the local highway
authority for the final certificate no sooner than 12 months
from the date of the provisional certificate.

“final certificate” means the certificate relating to those aspects
of the specified works that have resulted in any alteration to the
local highway to be issued by the local highway authority
pursuant to paragraph 10;

The effect of this is that following the 12 month maintenance
period and the issuing of the final certificate, the land will
become adopted highway.

However, as discussed at Issue Specific Hearing 1 and confirmed
above, the Applicant has reviewed the County Council’s s278
wording and has redrafted this in the format of protective
provisions. Any necessary amendments to this Article 15 will
also be included once those provisions have been agreed.

Works Plans
[APP-017]

13.19 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9001
Rev C02:

i. This drawing is acceptable to the Highway Authority.
13.20 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9002
Rev C02:

i. the ‘highway works’ elements should be separated out
to clearly identify those areas under the control of the
National Highway Authority and those under the control
of the Local Highway Authority as these bodies may have
differing requirements within the context of the DOC.
13.21 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9003
Rev C02:

i. Discussions must be held with the Greater Cambridge
Partnership to ensure that their proposed Waterbeach

The Applicant notes the comments on the Work Plans and will
engage with the LPA on each point and record the outcome in
the SoCG.
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Greenway Project and the proposed Highway Works
dovetail.

ii. Note 2.i applies.

13.22 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9007
Rev C02:

i. The use of the existing access at Gayton Farm will
require some works within the existing adopted public
highway and this area should be shown shaded tan.
13.23 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9008
Rev C02:

i. The works to the existing adopted public highway at
Grange Farm and S37 need to be separately identified and
not conflated with off highway temporary works.

13.24 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9009
Rev C02:

i. The works to the existing adopted public highway at
Burgess Farm and Riverside Farm need to be separately
identified and not conflated with off highway temporary
works.

13.25 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9010
Rev C0O2:

i. The works to the existing adopted public highway at
Bannold Road, Burgess Drove and Long Drove need to be
separately identified and not conflated with off highway
temporary works.
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Applicant’s Response

General
Arrangement
Plans [APP-
016]

13.26 10. Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-
9031 Rev CO1:

i. Confirmation of any works to the existing Waste Water
Treatment Plan access is requested.

The Applicants notes the comments and will discuss with CCC.
The outcome of the discussions will be recorded in the SoCG.
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13.27 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9033
Rev CO1:

i Any proposed works to alter the alinement of the
adopted public highway over the A14 Bridge need to be
specifically identified on this plan

13.28 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9037
Rev CO1:

i. No works are shown at Gayton Farm, even if these are
only shown indicatively it must be recognised that such
works are likely to be needed.

13.29 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9038
Rev CO1:

i. The works to the existing adopted public highway at
Grange Farm and S37 need to be shown. At present the
General Arrangement Drawing is showing no additional
works.

13.30 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9039
Rev CO1:

i. The works to the existing adopted public highway at
Burgess Farm and Riverside Farm need to shown. At
present the General Arrangement Drawing is showing no
additional works.

13.31 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9023
Rev CO1:

i. The works to the existing adopted public highway at
Bannold Road, Burgess Drove and Long Drove need to
shown. At present the General Arrangement Drawing is
showing no additional works.

Applicant’s Response
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Design Plans —
Highways and
Site Access
[APP-025]

Relevant Representation Comment

13.32 The plans should show more clearly that the access
road to the site will not be a highway maintainable at
public expense.

13.33 It is also important the Applicant uses the County
Council’s Highway Boundary data to ensure proposals can
be delivered within the Local Highway boundary. This is
available to the Applicant upon request. It is also
important to distinguish between Local Highway

from land owned by National Highways in the plans.
13.34 The Council objects to the proposed pedestrian and
cycle facility currently proposed for the B1047 Horningsea
Road. In meetings with the Applicant in 2022 the Council
explained that this non-motorised user (NMU) facility
should be inclusive of all NMUs including equestrians.
Every effort should be made to accommodate for all NMU
unless it can be demonstrated it is undeliverable. The
Council also pointed out that it would be better for NMUs
using the PROW network access via Low Fen Drove if this
facility was on the eastern side of the B road, to avoid the
need to cross this busy road. As noted under Landscape
and Visual (Paragraph 9.2 above), this NMU facility offers
an excellent opportunity to provide an important missing
link in the bridleway network, helping to meet statutory
ROWIP policy SoA2. It is therefore disappointing to see
that no change has been made. The Councils requests
early engagement with the Applicant to resolve this
matter.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicants notes al of the comments in relation to Design
Plans — Highways and Site Access and will discuss these with
the County Council. The outcome of the discussions will be
recorded in the SoCG.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
13.35 Further detailed design of the access and
improvements on Horningsea Rd. are needed including
the locating and management of street furniture,
including lighting. The narrowing of the verge on the
eastern side of the A14 bridge is a concern as there is
already experience of vehicles hitting poles and heads on
this section. The narrowing also impacts the ability to
maintain the signals without a full set of temporary
signals and a lane closure.

13.36 Swept paths for HGVs are needing to be shown on
the access plans to ensure street furniture is not
vulnerable to being struck. Current street furniture is
prone to poles being damaged by large vehicles making
turns.

13.37 Overhead traffic signal detection should be the very
first consideration in the detailed design. Inductive loops
will only be considered where no other option is
available.

13.38 The proposals as part of the application need to be
aligned with that of the Horningsea Greenways scheme
that is to deliver further improvements along Horningsea
Road.

13.39 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9808
Rev CO1:
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
i. This drawing is acceptable in principle subject to
detailed design and that raise above relating to provision
for equestrian users.

13.40 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9809
Rev CO1:i. The proposals within the existing adopted
public highway are acceptable subject to detailed design.
The Highway Authority will not adopt swales as a
drainage solution.

13.41 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9810
Rev CO1:

i. The facility to the widened section of the bridge for
non-motorised users will not solely be a cycleway and the
term shared use, should be annotated. There were
discussions re the use of this route by equestrians and
these should be referred even if they proved to be
impractical.

ii. It is doubtful that the proposed grass verge along the
widened bridge section will establish or be successful, so
an appropriate hard paved solution may be required.

13.42 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9811
Rev CO1 and Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-
9812 Rev CO1:

i. These works are wholly off the existing or proposed
adopted public highway.
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13.43 Dwg. No. 0001-1000006-CAMEST-ZZZ-LAY-Z-9813
Rev CO1:

i. The proposals are acceptable subject to detailed design.
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Applicant’s Response

Construction
Traffic
Management
Plan (ES Vol.
4, Chapter 19,
Appendix
19.7)
[App-148]

13.44 From the Highway Authority perspective, the
function of the Construction Traffic Management Plan
(CTMP) is to control, and where possible mitigate the
impact and interaction of construction traffic on the users
of the adopted public highway.

Furthermore, the impact on the fabric of the highway
itself. The document needs to be more focused on these
outcomes.

13.45 Paragraph 6.3.3 states “These weight limits are
Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO) and are therefore
enforceable by Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Local Highways Authority.” The police authority enforces
weight restrictions not the Local Highways Authority.

13.46 Installation of Automatic Number Plate Recognition
(ANPR) cameras will be subject to the approval of
Cambridgeshire County Council and will require the
relevant licences being applied for by the applicant and
approved by the County Council. ANPR equipment must
meet current standards and data collected by the
cameras must be managed / stored to ensure GDPR is
complied with.

13.47 Installation and locations of any signage must be
approved by the County Council.

The Applicant notes the comment and refers to Requirement
9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] that requires a
Construction Traffic Management Plan, for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved by the local
planning authority alongside the Construction Environmental
Management Plan for that phase.
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13.48 Paragraphs 6.4 and 6.5. The proposed timeframes
for deliveries etc. must be made explicit within the
document. Given the traffic sensitive nature of the streets
in question the Local Highway Authority seeks that
demolition or construction vehicles with a gross weight in
excess of 3.5 tonnes shall service the site only between
the hours of 09.30hrs - 16.00hrs, seven days a week.

13.49 Paragraph 7.3.3 The applicant should provide
details of suggested enforcement procedures (how many
breaches before a company is removed from the works
for instance). Having a more transparent procedure will
give more confidence to the public that these matters will
be effectively enforced.

Applicant’s Response

Appendix 2.1
Code of
Construction
Practice Part A
[APP-068]

13.50 Paragraphs 7.6.13 — 7.6.18 provides details of
measures to be put in place to manage the impact upon
users of the PRoW during the construction period.
Temporary closures should be a last resort and must be
agreed with the LHA. Any alternative routes must be
agreed with LHA Rights of Way Officer. Signage at
appropriate decision points for public to be agreed with
LHA.

13.51 The programme for works should be shared with
LHA Rights of Way Officer.

13.52 Parish councils and local and statutory user groups
as well as LHA should be included as part of the

The Applicant notes the comment and refers to Requirement
9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] that requires a
Construction Traffic Management Plan, for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved by the local
planning authority alongside the Construction Environmental
Management Plan for that phase.
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communication to local residents and businesses
mentioned in paragraph 7.6.17.

13.53 Paragraph 7.6.18 describes PRoWs will be restored
to the same condition as before the works took place or
to a standard which is acceptable to the Local Highway
Authority. Restoration to full legal width of the PROW is
required. Condition surveys should be taken before works
commence and should include boundary features as well
as the surface. Provision should be provided for the LHA
to make inspections.
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Applicant’s Response

Appendix
19.3:
Transport
Assessment

13.54 The Council would encourage the Applicant to
review opportunities that would minimise the need for
construction traffic through Waterbeach. This could
include using or sharing routes with other nearby
developments. It is also important to co-ordinate with
other developments in the area such as the relocated
Waterbeach railway station.

13.55 The Council also encourages the Applicant to
review opportunities to minimise the construction traffic
through Chesterton and using Fen Road level crossing
which is known to be down for a high proportion of time.

13.56 The Council is broadly satisfied that the
construction access routes are acceptable in terms of
highway capacity. It is essential to ensure unnecessary
movements are avoided through residential areas.

13.54 & 13.55

The Applicant notes the comment and refers to Requirement
9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] that requires a
Construction Traffic Management Plan, for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved by the local
planning authority alongside the Construction Environmental
Management Plan for that phase.

The Applicant refers to its intention to create a Construction
Forum as described within paragraph 3.1.10 of ES Chapter 19
Appendix 19.7 Construction Traffic Management Plan (App
Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109], which covers the commitment to
coordinate with parties related to Waterbeach New Town
(and others) in relation to traffic management.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a detailed CTMP for each phase of
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Relevant Representation Comment

13.57 It is agreed that the only construction access point
that needs modelling is the site access. However, it is
noted that other access routes and junctions have been
modelled.

The Council will need to review the details of the
modelling of these junctions and the highway layout and
design of these works.

13.58 Traffic generation, this will have a negative impact
on the network due to the additional traffic. However, the
applicant has put forward a package of mitigation that
includes the signalisation of the main access junction.
Please note comments above in relation to further
enhancements to the current proposals for non-
motorised users on Horningsea Road.

13.59 The 50 cycle parking spaces seem appropriate for
the potential 92 full time employees on the site at any
time. Further detail will be needed on the location and
layout of the cycle parking.

13.60 The Council will need to review whether thereis a
need for bus stops to be relocated on Horningsea Road to
the pedestrians and cyclists site access.

13.61 The secondary mitigation details (Paragraph 2.7.23
and Table 2.8) are appropriate and relate to Travel Plans
and construction good practice. CCC will need to review

Applicant’s Response

the development, to be submitted and approved alongside
the CEMP for such phase. Through this approval process, the
Applicant would agree with the local planning authority
approaches to traffic management including coordination
with other parties. The Applicant therefore considers that
Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
sufficiently addresses this comment.

13.56

The Applicant welcomes broad agreement with the
construction access routes set out for the Proposed
Development. The Applicant refers to the point above in
relation to the development of the detailed CTMP.

13.57

The Applicant notes the County Council’s view that the site
access requires modelling and confirms that there will be
continued coordination in relation to the development of the
highway layout and design of these works. The Applicant
confirms outcomes of modelling is reported in the Transport
Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-108A-B].

13.58

The Applicant welcomes the acknowledgement that the
package of mitigation measures in relation to minimising
impacts on the network.

13.59
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the details within these to ensure that they represent the
best opportunity to reduce single occupancy travel by the
workforce.

13.62 The network of traffic surveys (see Paragraph
4.2.36) undertaken had been agreed at the pre app stage
with the applicant.

13.63 The collision analysis (see paragraph 4.2.40) covers
the agreed area during the pre application stage and the
findings detailed are agreed. The only cluster of collisions
in the Waterbeach area is noted to be at the junction of
the A10 with Denny End Road. The layout of this junction
has recently been improved which may reduce the
number of collisions in the future. These works were
completed as part of Waterbeach New Town.

13.64 It is noted that modelling has been undertaken for
the Milton interchange and this will be reviewed and CCC
to comment accordingly during the Examination. The
construction traffic volume is not expected to cause a
network issue but this will be assessed by CCC.

This is because construction traffic movements are to be
restricted during peak times, when the highway network
is at its busiest. The modelling scenarios have been
agreed with CCC at the pre application stage. CCC will
undertake a detailed review for each of the junctions
modelled, of the modelling scenarios, assumptions
outputs and model details and will respond accordingly.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant confirms that the development of the
allocation for cycle parking has been undertaken in
consultation with the County Council. Under the dDCO
Requirement 7, Detailed design (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139],
the Applicant will submit detailed design for approval by the
LPA, these details will include the location and layout of the
cycle parking.

13.60

The Applicant notes the comment in relation to bus stops and
confirms it will continue to engage with the local highways
team at the County COuncil and that arrangements in relation
to bus stops will be recorded within the SOCG.

13.61

The Applicant welcomes the comments in relation to the
Travel Plan. The Applicant refers to the Construction Workers
Travel Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.9) [APP-150] Operational
Workers Travel Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.8) [APP-149] which
sets out measures to be incorporated in to detailed plans.
Under Requirement 12 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
139] a detailed operational workers’ travel plan must be
submitted to and approved in writing by the relevant
planning authority. The detailed operational workers’ travel
plan must accord with the measures set out in the
operational workers’ travel plan (ES Volume 4 Chapter 19
Appendix 19.8 Operational Workers Travel Plan (App Doc Ref
5.4.19) [APP-149].
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

13.65 The flows from construction and operation were set
out at the pre application stage. The impact of the flows
on the network will need to be checked, including the
modelling for the main access junction, and the other
junctions modelled.
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Applicant’s Response

Similarly, regarding Requirement 9 (Construction plan) of the
dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139], the Applicant refers to the
requirement for a detailed construction workers’ travel plan
to be appended to the construction environment
management plan for each phase. The detailed construction
workers’ travel plan must accord with the measures set out in
the (ES Volume 4 Chapter 19 Appendix 19.8 Operational
Workers Travel Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19) [APP-149] and must
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the relevant
planning authority.

Through this approval process, the Applicant will agree the
details with the local planning authority for each plan and the
Applicant, therefore, considers that Requirements 9 and 12 of
the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] the approval mechanism
of the management plans sufficiently addresses this comment.

13.62-13.63

The Applicant acknowledges confirmation that assessments
and the use of data have been as agreed in discussion with the
County Council.

13.64-13.65

The Applicant understands that the County Council’s local
highways team will further scrutinise modelling work
underpinning the transport assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3)
[AS-108A-B] including assumptions, outputs and model
details, and the impacts on network flows. The Applciant
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
confirms it continues to engage with the team through the
process of finalising the SoCG.

14 Water 14.1 Paragraph 3.4.3 of the Flood Risk Assessment [APP- 14.1

Resources 151] indicates that any drainage exceedance event would | The Applicant acknowledges the LLFA requirement for the

be contained within the boundary of the site, which is
acceptable in principle, however it must be clear that
there will be safe access and egress in times of flood or
have suitable flood evacuation plans. This is equally a
concern if there is any risk of overland flows being
captured within the depression of the site.

14.2 It is important Cambridgeshire County Council as the
Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) retains a role in
consenting any structures in watercourses under the DCO
and that sufficient protective provisions are put in place.

14.3 7.1.5 of the Flood Risk Assessment [AAP-151]
indicates that if groundwater emerges at the surface it
will be managed as part of the surface water strategy.
Calculations need to show the volume of groundwater
accounted for in the Surface Water Drainage Strategy.

development to incorporate safe dry access and egress
arrangements under flood conditions, as well as the need for
flood evacuation plans.

14.2

The Applicant continues to discuss points raised in the
Relevant Representations in relation to the Flood Risk
Assessment and Drainage Strategy conclusions and this is
reflected in the SoCG with the County Council and in the
Protective Provisions sought to be agreed with the Lead Local
Flood Authority.

14.3

Requirement 15 within the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
specifies that a detailed drainage strategy for each phase
setting out the permanent drainage measures to be provided
as part of that phase has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the relevant planning authority. The detailed
drainage strategy must accord with the measures set out in
the drainage strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.12) [APP-162] in so
far as they apply to the works in the relevant phase. Through
this approval process, the Applicant would provide the LLFA
the necessary calculations need to show the volume of
groundwater accounted for in the surface water drainage
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Relevant Representation Comment

14.4 Clarity should be provided on the meaning of “water
returned to the head of the system for treatment” for the
potentially contaminated water. (Environmental
Statement, Chapter 20, Water Resources, [AAP-052] Pp45
Table 2-6: Primary and tertiary mitigation measures
relating to water resources adopted as part of the
Proposed Development).

Whilst the LLFA is not opposed to the principle, as this
reduces the risk of pollution to the surrounding
watercourse network, clarity should be provided on
whether this is the foul treatment works or head of a
surface water treatment system. If this is the former, then
it should be clear that there is capacity in the design of
the system to take the proposed increase in foul water, as
well as the critical storm in times of contamination from
all surfaces.

14.5 It is not clear why a 20Ha area has been used for the
calculation of the discharge rate as the area draining
through areas 3 and 7 only totals 12.4Ha, as set out in
Table 4-1 of the Environmental Statement Chapter 20,
Water Resources [AAP-052]. This needs to be relevant to
only the drained areas.
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Applicant’s Response

design The Applicant therefore considers that Requirement
15 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] and the approval
of the detailed drainage design addresses this comment.

14.4

The Applicant confirms that this refers to passing collected
surface water, either in the IED permitted area or other areas
where spillages or contamination may occur, into the
proposed WWTP and there is not a segregated surface water
drainage treatment facility. The anticipated returned flows to
the proposed WWTP have been allowed for in the
calculations of up to 50I/s. The WWTP will not be treating the
storm flows through the WWTP at this time as they will be
treated in the storm system at that time until the storm event
finishes. At that point the storm flows will then be returned to
the proposed WWTP for treatment.

14.5

The Applicant has reviewed Chapter 20 (App Doc Ref 5.2.20)
[APP-052] and cannot find the information the LLFA response
refers to regarding the 20Ha and drained areas. The Applicant
believes the LLFA intended to refer to the Drainage Strategy
(table 4-1) (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.12) [APP-162] and will answer
on that basis. In Table 4.1 the total area of the treatment
works (Area 1) is given as 19.6ha; this area is further broken
down into uncontaminated areas (Areas 2, 3 and 7) and
contaminated areas (Areas 4, 5 and 6). The Areas (3 and 7)
total 12.3ha and are discussed in further detail in paragraph
4.3, along with methods of estimating attenuation volumes,
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

14.6 The rainwater harvesting tank will need to have the
overflow connected to a viable point of discharge. It is
noted in paragraph 4.8.3 of the Drainage Strategy
(Appendix 20.12) [APP-162] that it is to be self-contained
or overflow to a soakaway. The rainwater harvesting is
supported as an inclusion; however, this should not be
treated as attenuation storage and the system will need
to accommodate any runoff from these roofs.

14.7 The proposed runoff from the access road may
require an additional stage of treatment if this is to be
utilised by larger vehicles to ensure that all water is
suitably treated before discharge.

14.8 A detailed drainage layout plan should be submitted
to clearly show the extent of drained areas within the
WWTP area. The proposed extent of permeable paving,
discharge locations, attenuation facility etc covering all
surfaces of the proposed system should all be included on
the drainage layout plan.
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Applicant’s Response

presented using two different methods (Models 1 and 2), in
paragraphs 4.4 and 4.5. The estimation of greenfield runoff
rates is presented in paragraph 4.6, and is based on the
complete WWTP site area of 20ha (rounded up from the
19.6ha of Area 1) to represent the greenfield status for the
current use of the site as agricultural farmed land. Please note
that this is a ‘Drainage Strategy’ document and requires (as
stated in paragraph 4.6.1) “further discussion and agreement
with the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) as part of the
detailed design development. If this reference is incorrect,
then could the LLFA please provide more information on the
location and reference where this information is located so
we can respond in full.

14.6

The Drainage Strategy (Appendix 20.12) [APP-162] includes
references to Rainwater Harvesting (RWH) in paragraphs
3.1.2,4.1.5, 4.8.3. As the RWH storage facility may be full, the
Applicant can confirm that full provision will be made to
accommodate all of the overflow (from the RWH system) to
the drainage system and that the RWH overflow will not be
treated as attenuation storage. This is set out (in paragraph
4.8.3, bullet point ‘G12 -Discharge of Clean Water’) of the
Drainage Strategy (Appendix 20.12) [APP-162] which confirms
that any overflow from the RWH system will be diverted to
the main drainage system for the site.

14.7
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14.9 Volumetric hydraulic calculations should be clearly The Applicant refers to the response to point 14.3 above and
submitted showing the required volume of attenuation the detailed design phase and associated approval process
required in the 100%, 3.3% and 1% Annual Exceedance related to Requirement 15 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-

Probability (AEP) storm events, including climate change 139].
allowances on the 3.3% and 1% AEP storms. This should

include the use of FSR rainfall data for the 15 and 30 14.8
minute storms and FEH rainfall data for storms of 60 The Applicant refers to the response to point 14.3 above and
minutes or greater. the detailed design phase and associated approval process

related to Requirement 15 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
139]. A detailed site drainage plan will be prepared and
provided to the LLFA as part of this approval process.

14.9

The Applicant refers to the response to point 14.3 above and
the detailed design phase and associated approval process
related to Requirement 15 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
139]. Detailed volumetric calculations would be provided to
the LLFA as part of this approval process.

15 Other 15.1 The Council may raise further comments on the The Applicant acknowledges the comment and would be
Documents Planning Statement and other documents as part of the happy to discuss any queries as part of the engagement to
application through the Local Impact Report. agree the SoCG for submission during the Examination.

Table 3-4 Cambridge City Council (RR-002)

Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

Air Quality | The City Council is satisfied with the scope, methodology and | The Applicant notes the City Council’s comment regarding

37.38. results / conclusions of Chapter 7 (Air Quality) of the ES when | airborne dust and emission control management and
considering potential impacts within the City boundary. monitoring during decommissioning and can confirm this will
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
The City Council also accepts and agrees that there are be captured within the outline Decommissioning
unlikely to be any significant air quality impacts within the Management Plan (DMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.3) [AS-051].
administrative boundary of Cambridge City from
decommissioning of the existing site or from the construction | Paragraph 5.1.14 of the outline Decommissioning Plan (App
and operation of the new site. The City Council intends to Doc Ref 5.4.2.3) [AS-051] states that ‘decommissioning will be
comment upon the Decommissioning Management Plan undertaken in accordance with the Code of Construction
(DMP) proposed to be agreed / approved with the Applicant Practice Parts A and B (Appendix 2.1 & 2.2) (App Doc Refs
prior to works commencing. In particular, the City Council 5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2) [APP-068] and AS-161] to manage risks to
would recommend that airborne dust and emission control, the environment. Where required, during the detailed design
management and monitoring during decommissioning should | stage, specific measures may be developed in the
be captured within the DMP document to help minimise Decommissioning Plan. For example, task specific Risk
impacts of that phase of work. Assessments or Impact Plans will be put in place for
decommissioning activities which may cause risk to pollution.
Health 40. | The City Council will seek, however, to ensure a community The Applicant confirms that a community liaison plan will be
liaison plan is put in place to proactively inform local put in place and developed in collaboration with the
communities and stakeholders of any works and proposed community. The plan is submitted within the DCO Community
duration where it falls outside of agreed core working hours Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132]. Additionally, the ES
or poses obstruction to ProWs, businesses, facilities and local | Volume 4 Chapter 2 Appendix 2.1 Code of Construction
infrastructure. Practice Part A (APP Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] sets out
construction working hours and any restrictions in access to
PRoW.
Health 41. In addition, in respect of decommissioning, the report has Table 3-1 within the ES Chapter 2: Project Description (App

not outlined the anticipated duration of the
decommissioning phase, nor the process involved. The City
Council considers that this should be clearly outlined by the
applicant and thereafter the DCO needs to ensure that
negative impacts have been appropriately mitigated. In
addition, details of any security measures planned to
minimise the risk of anti-social behaviour following the

Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] sets out the description of the main
construction phases and activities, including decommissioning
which is indicated as being in year 4 of the programme. Figure
3.1 within Chapter 2 includes an anticipated programme
including decommissioning. Paragraph 3.1.4 (final bullet point)
of ES Chapter 2: Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment
decommissioning and prior to development of the site need
to be outlined as well.

Applicant’s Response
034] also indicates that decommissioning would be
approximately 6-12 months.

Paragraph 2.2.2 (final bullet points) of ES Chapter 2: Project
Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] states that
‘decommissioning works to the existing Cambridge WWTP to
cease its existing operational function and to facilitate the
surrender of its operational permits including removal of
pumps, isolation of plant, electrical connections and
pipework, filling and capping of pipework, cleaning of tanks,
pipes, screens and other structures, plant and machinery,
works to decommission the potable water supply and works to
restrict access to walkways, plant and machinery’.

The Applicant, therefore, confirms that the duration of the
decommissioning phase of the existing Cambridge WWTP is 6-
12 months and is outlined in more detail in ES Chapter 2
Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034].

As part of the Application, the Applicant also submitted an
Outline Decommissioning Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.3) [AS-051].
This plan is an appendix to the ES and, within the relevant
technical assessments, the Applicant describes how this phase
will be mitigated for any adverse impacts.

Following decommissioning, the site of the existing Cambridge
WWTP will be made available to a developer of North East
Cambridge in accordance with the Master Development
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Agreement (App Doc Ref 8.9), which has been included as part
of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1.
With regard to minimising the risk of anti-social behaviour
following the decommissioning, the decommissioning of the
existing Cambridge WWTP for the purpose of permit
surrender does not include the removal of the security fencing
currently in place around the existing Cambridge WWTP.
Following the decommissioning of the existing Cambridge
WWTP it is envisaged that the site will be handed over to the
master developer (see Master Development Agreement (App
Doc Ref 8.9)), which has been included as part of the
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1. They will take
responsibility for the land and so will be implementing any
required security requirements.
Health 42. In respect of the mental health and wellbeing assessment, The Applicant has prepared the ES Appendix 12.3 Mental
the City Council is satisfied that baseline measurements have | Wellbeing Impact Assessment (MWIA) (App Doc Ref 5.4.12.3)
been taken (page 13) however is it is noted that there is no [AS-077], which does not recommend further Mental
specific reference in chapter 5.2 as to how mitigation would Wellbeing Impact Assessments. Comments or
be secured, nor when further assessments would be recommendations are set out in section 4 of ES Appendix 12.3
undertaken to monitor change have been included. The City Mental Wellbeing Impact Assessment (MWIA) (App Doc Ref
Council considers this information needs to be provided by 5.4.12.3) [AS-077].
the applicant.
Noise and Sensitivity used in the overall final significance of effect The Applicant notes that there is no nationally adopted
Vibration assessment, is determined based on consideration of the approach or guidance which define the sensitivity of noise and
48. 49. magnitude of an impact and the sensitivity of the receptor vibration sensitive receptors. The sensitivity of different

affected by the impact of that magnitude. In terms of the
four sensitivities (Low, Medium, High and Very High),
residential properties have been classified as having a

receptors has been reviewed using criteria described in the ES
Chapter 17 Noise and Vibration (App Doc Ref 5.2.17) [AS-036]
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Medium Sensitivity - Moderate tolerance to change and of Table 2-7 which considers factors such as their ability to
Moderate quality/importance. absorb change, their importance and value.
The City Council considers from experience that residential Residential receptors within the study area have been
properties (where people reside and sleep for long periods), selected to have medium sensitivity. It is noted that the
are usually considered highly sensitive noise receptors with a | receptor sensitivity and magnitude of impact scales are
low tolerance to change. In the City Council’s view, they are structured within the assessment methodology such that the
not comparable as receptors to community facilities such as assessment of likely significant effects aligns with
village halls and external spaces for recreational amenity methodology from relevant guidance and standards (i.e. BS
such as parks and PRoW. The assessment appears to have 5228, BS 4142, DMRB LA 111). On this basis the assessment of
selected no receptors as being in the High to Very High likely significant effects does not underestimate significance
category as they are subject to specific circumstances. The but aligns with relevant guidance and standards
City Council considers therefore the noise assessment is
likely to currently to underestimate the overall significance
of effects assessment for residential receptors as reported
and either the applicant needs to explain why the
classifications of residential properties are correct s having
‘Medium Sensitivity’ or to reassess using the more
appropriate criteria.
Noise and Due to the location and distance of the new main WWTP The Applicant confirms the requirement for the vent stack and
vibration facility from the administrative boundary of Cambridge City dosing facility. The ES Chapter 18 Odour (App Doc Ref 5.2.18)
50. 51. (to the north-east of Cambridge and 2km to the east of the [APP-050] Table 2-11 indicates that the structure will include a
existing Cambridge WWTP), the City Council accepts that permanent vent stack inclusive of a carbon filter, extending to
operational noise from this facility is unlikely to have any a height of up to 10m above ground level and an adjacent
impact on the City itself and receptors within. 51. However, filter installation at ground level for odour control.
the City Council notes reference to a permanent waste water
transfer tunnel vent stack (WWTTVS located at Shaft 1) is to Section 4.3 of the ES Chapter 18 Odour (App Doc Ref 5.2.18)
be provided within the existing Cambridge WWTP site [APP-050] describes the assessment of the operation of the
following relocation which will include provision for a vent. Paragraph 4.3.73 indicates the likely odour effect is
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
chemical dosing facility (located on the existing WWTP expected to be, at worst, Negligible at the nearest receptor
upstream of a new Shaft 1) to prevent septicity and locations based on the frequency, intensity and duration of
therefore odour formation. The new interception Shaft 1 any effects, the source odour potential, pathway
appears to be annotated as ‘18. Interception and first effectiveness, sensitivity of receptors and the function of
construction shaft’ [on drawing no. 00001-100006-CAMEST- | embedded odour control features. The assessment considers
Z77-LAY-Z-9001- Rev.C02— 4.3.3 - Works Plans Revision No. that the risk of odour will be mitigated through use of a
02, April 2023 Sheet 1]. This appears to be located in the permanent vent stack inclusive of carbon filter. The residual
southwest corner of the existing CWWTP site, to the east of impact is negligible and not significant.
the existing Mike George Waste Processing Facility
Noise and The City Council intends to make more detailed comments The Applicant notes the City Council intends to make more
Vibration about proposed construction hours and in particular will detailed comments and the Applicant looks forward to
54, raise the issues on sufficient mitigation for any specific receiving and responding to them.
construction activities which are said to need to take place
on a continuous 24-hour, 7 day a week basis for longer In the meantime, the Applicant would refer the City Council to
durations e.g., tunnelling and underground work and the Code of Construction Practice Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1)
pumping and dewatering of deep shafts / excavations and [APP-068] where the measures required in relation to the
some on an intermittent / short-term basis. Such night-time mitigation of noise are described.
working will need very careful control and noise mitigation,
and any peak impulsive noises during the night-time period
will need specific consideration as they can be very
disturbing.
Noise and In addition, the City Council will make further comments The Applicant notes the response and awaits any further
Vibration upon the details of any CEMP proposed and how it is to be comments.
55. approved through the DCO provisions.

The Applicant refers to Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1 [AS-139] which secures the provision of a noise and
vibration management plan for each phase of the Proposed
Development, to be submitted and approved alongside the
Construction Enironmental Management Plan for such phase.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Through this approval process, the Applicant would agree
with the complaint notification procedure and monitoring
schedule with the relevant Council. The Applicant, therefore,
considers that Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1
[AS-139] and the approval of the management plans
sufficiently addresses this comment.
Odour 60. The City Council is also concerned that only a Preliminary The Applicant notes the comment.
Odour Management Plan (‘OMP’) (Appendix 18.4, App Doc
Ref 5.18.4) has been drafted, which is considered secondary
mitigation for the purpose of this Application and will likely
form the baseline of the OMP submitted as part of the
Environment Agency IED permit application. The OMP would
be subject to and controlled under the Environmental
Permit, regulated by the Environment Agency.
Odour 61. Given the implications of this matter the City Council sets out | The Applicant notes the comments. In relation to the

below the specific action that it considers the applicant

should take and address in order for this matter to be

properly understood and assessed:

i Within the Preliminary OMP (Appendix 18.4, App Doc
Ref 5.18.4) it is stated that ‘This may include separate
discrete OMPs for specific areas of the proposed
WWTW which may sit outside the Environmental
Permit’. No reference to WWTTVS odour mitigation is
referred to in section 5.2 on securing mitigation. The
Council is therefore concerned that certain OMP
mitigation measures may fall outside the IED permit
application e.g. waste water transfer tunnel vent
stack (WWTTVS) carbon filter etc maintenance. The
applicant should therefore clarify if the OMPs

Preliminary Odour Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.18.4)
[AS-106] the Applicant refers to Requirement 20 (Odour
management plan) of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1 [AS-139],
which states that no commissioning is to take place until a
detailed odour management plan has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the relevant planning authority. The
detailed odour management plan must be in accordance with
the measures in the ES Volume 4 Chapter 18 Appendix 18.4
Preliminary Odour Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.18.4)
[AS-106] and the principles and assessments set out in the
relevant part of the environmental statement. The authorised
development must be operated in accordance with the
approved odour management plan.
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Relevant Representation Comment
mitigation measures for the WWTTVS that will be in
the City Council boundary will fall outside the actual
IED permit application the OMP. In such
circumstances therefore then the City Council
considers that certain aspects of OMP should be
secured under a DCO requirement or an article with
in the DCO to ensure they are implemented and
retained.
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Applicant’s Response

Through this approval process, the Applicant would agree
with the City Council the necessary measures in relation to the
vent.

The Applicant also refers to Requirement 7 of the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] which requires that details submitted
for approval by the local planning authoity are in accordance
with the design objectives set out within the Design and
Access Statement (App Doc 7.6) [AS-168] which includes
Objective 3.2 Minimise impact of odour, through layout of the
plant and specification of equipment.

The Applicant therefore considers that Requirements 7 and 20
of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] and the approval of
the detailed design and detailed management plan sufficiently
addresses this comment.
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3.2 Parish Councils

Table 3-5 Teversham Parish Council (RR-009)

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

Green belt As a Parish Council nearby we have concerns about The Applicant notes and the comment and refers to the
the proposed relocation on the green belt and the Common Theme response 2.3 above regarding Development
precedent this sets for other development (we are within the Green Belt.
already aware of other proposals).

Traffic We have concerns about increased traffic and the Construction and Operational Traffic

impact the proposed location will have to the A14 and
surrounding roads.

The Applicant notes the comment and refers to the Common
Theme response 2.6 above regarding Traffic Management.

Permanent Site Access

Design Plans — Highways and Site Access (App Doc Ref 4.11)
[APP-025] illustrate the proposed junction layout which, once
constructed, will be used by construction and operational
traffic to access the proposed WWTP. The design of the
permanent site access incorporates a traffic island to prevent
‘right turns’ onto the Horningsea Road and the configuration
of the existing signalised junction to take vehicles directly into
the proposed WWTP from the Al14, limiting vehicle
movements on the local road network. The Applicant refers
to the transport assessment set out in (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3)
{AS-108a, AS-108b and AS-135].

The design of the permanent site layout and the highway
improvements proposed to the immediate vicinity of the
permanent access to the proposed WWTP have been
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Applicant’s Response
informed through consultation with stakeholders and the
community.

We have concerns relating to the carbon accounting
related to the new site and the decommissioning of
the existing site.

ES Chapter 10 - Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042]
provides an assessment of carbon emissions and proposed
mitigation measures for the land use changes,
decommissioning of the existing facility, construction of the
Proposed Development (including embedded carbon in
materials) and the operation of the Proposed Development.

We are concerned with increased flooding and
contamination risks both in area around new site and
the River Cam.

The Applicant understands the concern in relation to flood
risk and contamination. These have been considered and
managed in the Application as follows.

Flood risk

The Application includes an assessment of flood risk
contained within ES Volume 4 Chapter 20 Appendix 20.1
Flood Risk Assessment (App Doc 5.4.20.1) [APP-151].

Contamination mitigation measures

ES Chapter 20 Water resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
details a number of measures in relation to the prevention
and control of contamination risks to surface and
groundwater (see Tables 5-1 and 5-2). Requirement 8 of
Schedule 2 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1 [AS-139], requires
the Applicant to undertake each phase of development in
accordance with the Code of Construction Practice Parts A
and B (App Doc Refs 5.4.2.1. and 5.4.2.2) [APP-068 and AS-
161]. The management of contamination risk through the
management of construction activities is described within the
CoCP Part A and B (Appendix 2.1 and 2.2) (App Doc Ref
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2) [APP-068 and AS-161]. In particular, in
section 4.4 it describes the requirements on the Principal
Contractor(s) to produce a Water Quality Management
Plan(s), Pollution Incident Control Plan, and risk assessments
before works commence on site.

The design also includes a number of features in relation to
the control of contamination risk. These are described in ES
Chapter 20 Water resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
and include a segregated drainage system in areas of
potential contamination within the proposed WWTP.

This proposed WWTP will be subject to controls and
monitoring systems defined within an Environmental Permit
issued by the Environment Agency through The
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations
2016. The existing Cambridge WWTP is currently managed
under an Environmental Permit issued by the Environment
Agency. See the Consents and Other Permits Register (App
Doc Ref 7.1) [AS-123].

The Environmental Permit for the proposed WWTP (see the
Consents and Other Permits Register (App Doc Ref 7.1) [AS-
123]) requires a written management system to be in place in
the form of an Environmental Management System (EMS).
The EMS covers general management of the proposed
WWTP, equipment maintenance, contingency plans, accident
prevention and emergency response (including pollution
response) as well as defining monitoring activities. The EMS
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Relevant Representation Comment
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Applicant’s Response

therefore covers a number of management systems, scoped
and configured to provide the best overall level of assurance
and value to the Applicant. The activities that the Applicant
will carry out in operating the plant are covered by the ISO
9001 Quality Management standard and will be subject to
external audit and accreditation.

Table 3-6: Fen Ditton Parish Council (RR-006)

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

We oppose the selection of Site 3 at Honey Hill for a new

AWS wastewater treatment works. FDPC object to
developments in the Green Belt since it preserves the
character of Fen Ditton as a historic community
surrounded by open, green space separating us from the
city. FDPC have consistently promoted the concept of the
land south, east and north east of the built-up village and
conservation areas both remaining undeveloped and
providing an additional Green Lung leading off the
Cambridge Green Lung extending along the River Cam and
linking Ditton Meadows/Stourbridge Common with the
area of open farmland to the north east. The Honey Hill

proposal negates this.

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant notes the comment and refers to the Common
Theme response 2.3 above regarding development within the
Green Belt.

We suggest Anglian Water has failed to provide sufficient
grounds to justify such a move especially given the high
levels of opposition in the community to it. FDPC has
responded to all the consultations relating to the
proposed CWWTPR including its earlier manifestation in
2006/08. We note Anglian Water’s most recent response

In Section 6.2 of the Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [AS-
166] the Applicant has set out the Very Special Circumstances
case of the Proposed Development. In particular, paragraphs
6.2.6 to 6.2.12 detail the assessment of sites, the suitability of
the chosen site, and outlines the lack of alternative sites
available. The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115]
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment

to us of 16 March 2023 and the discussion of many of our
points in the current document suite. However we
consider that although a few points have been resolved,
the ensuing proposals are not satisfactory and that
Anglian Water could and should do more to mitigate the
impacts of the proposed project in the event that the

move is approved in principle.

Applicant’s Response

outlines how the Applicant consulted the local communities
and residents and responded to their feedback. The
Environmental Statement chapters present an assessment of
effects on environmental and social receptors, such as on the
landscape (see Environmental Statement - Volume 2 - Chapter
15 - Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref 5.2.15) [AS-
034]. The assessments include proposed mitigation measures.

Table 3-7: Waterbeach Parish Council (RR-010)

Reference Relevant Representation Comment
Waterbeach Parish Council (WPC) strongly object to
Anglian Water's proposal to relocate Milton WWTP from
an industrial brownfield site to Honey Hill in the Cambridge
Green Belt. The Milton site has recently been
futureproofed at a cost of £17.4m. Anglian Water had

stated that there is no operational need to move.

Applicant’s Response
The Applicant notes the comment and refers to the Common
Theme response 2.3 above regarding Development within
the Green Belt. The Applicant also refers to the Planning
Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [AS-166] which addresses the
need for the project.

Table 3-8: Stow-cum-Quy Parish Council (RR-008)

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

First and foremost, we do not believe the current
planning application sufficiently justifies relocating the
water treatment plan from its current location.

‘ Applicant’s Response
The Applicant acknowledges this concern and, in the
Planning Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [APP-166], has
presented its justification for relocating the existing
Cambridge WWTP from its current location. The site
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Reference

\ Relevant Representation Comment

\ Applicant’s Response
selection and consideration of alternatives is presented in ES
Chapter 3 Site Selection and Alternatives (App Doc Ref
5.2.3) -[AS-018].

The relocation application itself specifies that Anglian
Water has purposefully not provided a joint application
with any new housing development that may or may
not be built on the land left behind. As such, the reason
for relocation must be found necessary in its own right,
and we cannot see sufficient reason for this.

The Applicant acknowledges this concern and the need for
the Proposed Development is set out in the Planning
Statement (App Doc Ref 7.5) [APP-166]. The Application will
help South Cambridgeshire District Council achieve its long-
held ambition to regenerate that part of the city where the
existing Cambridge WWTP is located.

In addition to there being insufficient justification for
the relocation, it also comes at a significant cost to the
new location, as the land to be built on is greenbelt
land. Within the ‘environmental impact’ section of the
application there is no mention of the carbon footprint
of building of the new plant.

At in-person consultation events and through formal
written consultations, we have specifically asked
Anglian Water to provide details of the carbon footprint
of the new build, without success. We do not believe
that it is acceptable to plan a build of this significance
without at least acknowledge the extent of the carbon
footprint of the new build and suggestions regarding
how this can be off-set.

See the Common Theme response 2.3 above regarding
Development within the Green Belt.

ES Chapter 10 - Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042]
provides an assessment of carbon emissions and proposed
mitigation measures for the land use changes, decommission
the existing facility, construction of the Proposed
Development (including embedded carbon in materials), and
the operation of the Proposed Development.

In terms of the carbon footprint of the
decommissioning of the old (current) treatment plant,
this has also been avoided in the application altogether.

The Applicant notes the comment in relation to carbon. An
Outline Decommissioning Plan has been written (App Doc Ref
5.4.2.3) [AS-051] and was included as part of the Application.
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Reference

There is reference to a two-week programme to switch
off the electricity, clean down relevant spaces and
ensure water is prevented from collecting. The plan is
then to leave it to the new developer to clean up. This
again evidences a lack of responsibility and oversight
from Anglian Water, noting that the current
construction is largely made of concrete, a material
which requires a huge carbon footprint to create and
which is highly unlikely, to be used by any future
developer.
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\ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

The Applicant is working with the master developer (see App
Doc Ref 8.9 which is part of the Applicant's submission at
Deadline 1) of the existing Cambridge WWTP to help them
understand what assets and infrastructure will remain in
place.

ES Chapter 10 — Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042]
includes the construction of the proposed WWTP (embedded
carbon in materials), land use change (the net impact of land
permanently required for the Proposed Development),
operation of the proposed WWTP and decommissioning of
the existing Cambridge WWTP. Carbon contained within the
existing Cambridge WWTP is not part of the scope of this
proposal and will be considered as part of a separate
planning application. It is likely to include the effects of
emissions from the plant used in demolition and the offset
associated with the re-use of materials including secondary
aggregate, recovered steel and equipment. The wider effects
of changing the existing Cambridge WWTP are also covered
by a separate strategic assessment. The demolition of the
existing Cambridge WWTPR will not be included within ES
Chapter 10 — Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042]. The
assessment will demonstrate the savings between the base
case and the design presented within the Application.

The plan mentions 15,000 new jobs will be created by
the move. However, there is no information about

what those jobs will be, whether they are jobs related
to the construction of the new plant or will be secure
roles. It is also unclear whether these roles may be an

The Applicant notes the comments regarding employment.

The 15,000 jobs that are estimated to be created as a result
of the relocation of the existing Cambridge WWTP and
delivery of NECAPP will comprise permanent and temporary
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\ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

advantage for local people or whether, if they are
temporary and contracted roles, they are more likely to
be roles for people employed elsewhere and brought
into the area temporarily.

employment. There will be temporary employment with the
construction of the Hartree development. The permanent
roles, and who will be employed, will be market driven and
not something the Applicant is able to comment on.

In relation to the Proposed Development, Section 3.10 of the
ES Chapter 2 — Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-
034] sets out the forecast construction employment
numbers. The operational workforce would be similar to the
existing Cambridge WWTP, section 5 of the ES Chapter 2 —-
Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] sets out
the proposed staffing level at full capacity. The effects of
employment in relation to the Proposed Development and
proposed mitigation measures are presented in the ES
Chapter 11 — Community (App Doc Ref 5.2.11) [AS-028].

The plans to reduce odour are based on a 5-year
averaging of the wind. This is unhelpful for local
residents, particularly Quy. When the wind is averaged
out over 5 years, it shows a circular pattern staying
close to the site, which shows little impact on the
surrounding villages. However, from time to time we
have strong North-West and Westerly winds, which
would take the odour straight from the plant to Quy. If
such winds have not even been taken account of in the
planning of the new site then we are not confident that
the current design will adequately limit the odour.
Noticeable odour will have an obvious impact on the
residents in numerous ways.

The Applicant notes the comments and confirms that
modelling information in ES Chapter 18 — Odour (App Doc
Ref 5.2.18 [APP-050] shows a negligible level of odour at the
proposed WWTP. The Applicant confirms the design has
been developed to mitigate odour, including there being
only one filtered vent shaft. In line with the Institute of Air
Quality Management (IAQM) guidance, the odour modelling
has been assessed on the worst year out of the 5, not
averaged over the 5 year period.
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Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
We request that Anglian Water take account of all of
the different types of wind that have been logged
within the last five years and that the odour is
accounted for in relation to each one.

In terms of the visual impact of the new site, it has The Applicant responded to comments submitted during the
been confirmed that the bund height around the edge Consultation process suggesting the earth bank height

is being limited to 5m, originally this was described as should be reduced to limit the visual impact to the area. The
between 5-7 metres. The limited bund height is Applicant adapted the design and lowered a number of the

larger structures within the proposed WWTP. The height of
the earth bank was also reduced to reflect the amount of
spoil that will be available to create it from a sustainable
resource. More tree planting was introduced to further
improve this reduction. The Consultation Report (App Doc
Ref 6.1) [AS-115] outlines how the Applicant consulted the
local communities and residents, and responded to their
feedback.

disappointing and is not sufficient to cover the 21.5m
height of the towers. More could be done to limit the
visibility of the towers by raising the bund height.

The effects, and associated proposed mitigation measures,

on the landscape, heritage Conservation Areas, Public Rights

of Way and public access are presented in the following

documents.

ES Chapter 15 — Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref
5.2.15) [AS-034]

ES Chapter 13 — Historic environment (App Doc Ref 5.2.13)
[AS-030]

ES Chapter 11 — Community (App Doc Ref 5.2.11) [AS-028]

Suggesting that trees will be planted on top of the Please see section 2.5 of this document.

bunds (in an exposed area) is not in itself sufficient

further coverage. The ‘environmental impact’ section
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\ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

does not specify that mature trees will be used
wherever possible in the planting design, despite our
specific comments on this matter. Planting mature
trees will make a big difference to the time taken for
the planting to have an effect. There should be a
commitment to planting primarily mature trees and to
do so before the building work even commences, to
ensure that the vegetation is given as much time as
possible to provide coverage prior to the construction
beginning.

The Cambridge aquifer is already limited and there are
concerns about it continuing to be sufficient capacity
for the people of Cambridge. There is a plan to bore
25m into the aquifer to build additional foundations for
some of the buildings, it is unclear whether the impact
of these plans have been considered in relation to the
water supply.

The Applicant notes the comments. Assessment of the
potential temporary impact of construction de-watering on
groundwater is set out in application document ES Chapter —
20 Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040].

ES Chapter 20 — Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-
040] does not identify any significant effects from the
permanent structure foundations in relation to water supply.

Light pollution from the new site is also a concern.
While the plan refers to complying with the Local
Authority in relation to light pollution, this does not
give a specific plan for the impact of the light pollution,
this also leaves significant discretion to the Local
Authority. We are aware that the lighting for the new
site would be at a lower height than that on the current
site but that this would require more lighting at a lower
level. While there is reference to ‘wildlife sensitive’
lighting in the plan, it is unclear what this means and

The Applicant notes the concerns. The assessment of effects
from lighting, including on biodiversity, and proposed
mitigation measures are set out in the following documents’

ES Chapter 15 — Appendix 15.3 Lighting Assessment Report
(App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-100]
ES Chapter 8 — Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]

Tables 4-2 and 4-3 of ES Chapter 15 — Appendix 15.3 Lighting
Assessment Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-100] also
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what the actual impact will be on the wildlife, again,
noting its previous greenbelt designation of the new
build site. Furthermore, the plan states that while the
treatment plant is being constructed there will be
moderate significant impact for local residents in
relation to lighting (and one can only assume on the
wildlife). Noting the length of time that the build will
take, this is concerning.

While the plan indicates there will be some mitigation
for residents when the planting matures, no comment
is made regarding the wildlife in this matter. Within the
‘environmental impact’ section, any references to ‘by
year x’ are not explicit about whether it will be x years
from the initiation of the project or whether it is x years
from when the build is complete. Clarification in this
regarding would be helpful.

outline the lighting requirements of the Proposed
Development, including durations of operation. The
assessment considers the measures indicated in the lighting
design strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.5) [APP-072] which
indicate ‘the installation shall be designed to avoid light
pollution beyond the site boundary and upwards into the
surrounding atmosphere, particularly in rural areas’.

The assessment presented in the ES Chapter 15 Appendix
15.3 Lighting Assessment Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-
100] indicates the embedded, best practice and tertiary
mitigation measures accounted for in the assessment. These
are provided within Table 4-4 in ES Chapter 15 — Appendix
15.3 Lighting Assessment Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.15.3) [AS-
100].

No significant residual effects from lighting are reported
within the assessment, taking into account the application of
mitigation. The measures within Table 4.4 of ES Chapter 15 —
Appendix 15.3 Lighting Assessment Report (App Doc Ref
5.4.15.3) [AS-100] are secured by the following requirements
in Schedule 2 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139].

Requirement 8: each phase must be undertaken in
accordance with the code of construction practice in
so far as it relates to the works proposed in the
relevant phase. This includes sections within the CoCP
relating to lighting controls.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response
Requirement 9: no phase of the authorised development is to
commence until a construction environmental
management plan for that phase has been submitted
to and approved by the relevant planning authority.
Requirement 14: construction lighting which requires that a
detailed construction lighting design strategy for is
submitted to and approved in writing by the relevant
planning authority. This shall accord with the
measures set out in the lighting design strategy.
Requirement 7: requires detailed design information relating
to the works proposed in that phase to be submitted
to and approved in writing by the relevant planning
authority. The details submitted in relation to
operational lighting must accord with the details set
out in ES Volume 4 Chapter 2 — Appendix 2.5 Lighting
Design Strategy (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.5) [AS-072].

Finally, the plan to improve the proposed bridleway, The Applicant notes the comments and is working with the
between the site and Quy is unclear. In any case, there Local Authority on measures to manage unlawful parking
needs to be sufficient consideration given to prevent within the Section 106 agreement.

any unlawful vehicles using the bridleway, which is
already a concern.

Table 3-9: Horningsea Parish Council (RR-007)

Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Even with the proposed mitigation, (chiefly tree planting), The Applicant notes the comments and has engaged with the
the PD would have a permanent detrimental impact on the Parish Council through the Community Working Group and
setting of Horningsea and the approach to the village. responses submitted to each consultation phase to understand
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Relevant Representation Comment

Furthermore, it would have a permanent detrimental impact

on the approach to the historic city of Cambridge. This area
of Green Belt is very important to the demarcation of
Cambridge.
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Applicant’s Response

these concerns. The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-

115] outlines how the Applicant consulted the local
communities and residents and responded to their feedback.
See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.

The proposed relocation of the Cambridge Waste Water
Treatment Plant (CWWTP) would introduce an industrial
landscape into this area with views of the large structures
from the far side of the river at Baits Bite Lock Conservation
Area, and from Horningsea, Fen Ditton and Quy village
Conservation Areas. The long open Fen views would be
replaced by views of the new dense urban development of
North East Cambridge along the tow path one side of the
river and views of an industrial waste water treatment plant
on the other. This area of Green Belt is important because it
is situated between the new residential developments of
Marleigh to the south and the developing Waterbeach New
Town to the north, and in time, the large development at the
airport site.

The area is served by a number of important PRoWs (e.g.
Harcamlow Way, Fen Rivers Way) and people need access to
these open green spaces more than ever. It would be the
first industrial development on Green Belt north of the A14
and a very inappropriate development in the Cambridge
Green Belt The PD would fall within the southern boundary
of the Wicken Fen Vision and be situated at the main access

The effects, and associated proposed mitigation measures, on
the landscape, heritage Conservation Areas, Public Rights of
Way and public access are presented in the following
documents.

ES Chapter 15 — Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref
5.2.15) [AS-034]

ES Chapter 13 — Historic environment (App Doc Ref 5.2.13) [AS-
030]

ES Chapter 11 — Community (App Doc Ref 5.2.11) [AS-028]

ES Chapter 19 — Traffic and Transport (App Doc Ref 5.2.19) [AS-
038]

See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
point to the Wicken Fen project for the Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire population.

Green We are concerned that the Applicant has consistently See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
Belt underestimated the importance of the Green Belt here and regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.
not taken sufficient account of the irreparable damage that
an industrial development of this scale would cause to the

wider area.
Insufficient justification for relocation in the Local Plan The See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
Local Plans, adopted 2018, refer to Cambridge Northern regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.

Fringe East development and the future preparation of an
Area Action Plan for the site but they do not support
relocation of the CWWTP to Green Belt The North East
Cambridge Area Action Plan (NECAAP) has only reached the
draft stage and consultation on NECAAP has been halted
until after the decision of the DCO. We feel that the fact that
the development relies on the relocation of the plant to
Green Belt has not been presented to the public. NECAAP has
not been tested at Examination and it is not certain that the
plan can even be achieved: the land has to be purchased
from the landowners.

The emerging Local Plan First Proposals included North East
Cambridge as one of 6 ‘strategic’ housing and employment
locations for development up to and beyond 2041, but does
not make provision for the relocation of the CWWTP. In fact,
the Strategy Paper accompanying the Greater Cambridge
Local Plan First Proposals (GCLP), Topic Paper 1: Strategy,
Sept 2021, (p74) states that in the case of the emerging Local
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Relevant Representation Comment

Plan, the exceptional circumstances needed to justify Green
Belt release only occur in the case of one small site near the
Cambridge Biomedical Campus.

The GCLP is very much in development and this is now set
against a change in national planning policy which gives the
Local Planning Authorities more freedom to set local housing
targets. Contrary to National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and Local Plans The NPPF provides very strong
protection for the Green Belt and release of an area Green
Belt is required to go through a rigorous planning process
and detailed consultation with the public, and this has not
taken place. The PD is also contrary to local planning policies:
development in rural areas (SCDC LP 2018 Policy S/6.4),
protection and enhancement of landscape character (Policy
NH/2) and protection of heritage assets (Policy NH/14;6.49)
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Applicant’s Response

The need for the relocation has not been demonstrated AW
have stated repeatedly that there is no operational need for
the plant to move,

See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.

Therefore, the project could not and would not come
forward in the NEP.” Planning Statement, Application
Document Reference: 7.5, Para 2.4.24

In the Scoping Opinion , Greater Cambridge Shared Planning
note the following: “We would like to clarify that the
relocation of the Cambridge WWTP is not a “requirement” of
the North-East Cambridge Area Action Plan and must not be
referred to as such.” Appendix 4.1 : Scoping Opinion, Section
5.4.4.1, p66 The WWTP was upgraded recently ( 2015-2016)

See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.
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Relevant Representation Comment

with an investment of £21m and stated by Anglian Water to
be ‘future proofed’ Lack of consideration of the works
remaining at Cowley Road The existing site is perfect for the
siting of a sewage works in the flat landscape, hidden from
view by established vegetation, partially buried structures
and on a site with other light industrial businesses.

There is also room for consolidation, capacity increase and
improvement of environmental and odour standards at the
current 40 hectare site.

The option of development around the plant at the current
site has not been adequately investigated by Anglian Water.
We have only been given the option of full scale
development at North East Cambridge and we have not been
provided with any detailed feasibility studies that evaluate
the range of options for the site. Since alternatives have not
been properly considered we don’t feel that very special
circumstances have been demonstrated to justify creation of
a new industrial area on the Green Belt so near to our village.

Applicant’s Response

Anglian Water did not include Green Belt designation as a
constraint at Stage 1 site selection. The value and importance
of each site in Green Belt terms was not considered. No
weight was given to the importance of the most productive
agricultural land 14 potential sites were identified from a list
of 99 unconstrained areas. The multiple criteria used were
given equal weight in the selection process and crude fixed
buffer zones were drawn around sensitive receptors. Sites

See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above

regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.

135




Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

that were less than 400m from all dwellings were then
excluded. Sites with a small number of dwellings within a
200m to 400 metre zone could have been included at this
point. The constraints and buffers used at Stage 1 to identify
additional site areas were not included in Stage 2; this would
have identified more potential sites, within and outside the
Green Belt. Cost appeared to be the overriding factor in the
selection of the final 3 sites rather than proper consideration
of the harm to the Green Belt. Sites A, B and C were outside
the Green Belt but rejected on affordability grounds
estimated to be more than the HIF grant provided. Site 2 was
rejected because Trinity College had indicated that it wanted
to expand the Cambridge Science Park. This was
subsequently rejected in the Local Plan First Proposals in
2021

The Applicant chose Honey Hill (Site 3) as the preferred
option in spite of the fact that they acknowledged that
building here would cause most harm to the Green Belt.
Anglian Water’s Environmental Assessment 2021 stated: ‘ A
development on Site 3 would result in the most widespread
landscape and visual effects owing to the site location being
in open and undeveloped countryside.” Cambridge Waste
Water Treatment Plant Relocation Stage 4 - Final Site
Selection , Appendix B, Environmental Assessment, B.2.51,
p160, CWWTPR-Stage-4-Final-Site-Selection-Appendix-B-
Environmental-assessment.pdf

Applicant’s Response

See also the above Common Theme response 2.3 above
regarding the Proposed Development within the Green Belt.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

This area is open, with little screening vegetation and is part

of the open countryside which stretches into fenland and
chalkland landscapes to the north and east respectively. The
scale and industrial appearance of the structures would be
wholly uncharacteristic of the existing built development in
an area which currently comprises small villages and isolated
farmhouses.

The effects of the proposed development on the landscape are

assessed and mitigation measures proposed in ES Chapter 15 —
Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref 5.2.15) [AS-034].

The Stage 4 final site selection process also introduced a non-
statutory Consultation, that pitted the villages against each
other and resulted in the location with the smallest
population being chosen as the site for the relocation. In
spite of this, over 50% of respondents wanted the CWWTP to
stay where it was, only 10% felt it should move from the
current site in Cowley Road. The non-statutory Consultation
did not include residents of Northeast Cambridge (c 9,500)
despite the potential for damaging impact on them by
increased traffic at junction 34 of the A14, the work on the
new development of Marleigh, the impact of pipeline
construction from Waterbeach and the increased traffic from
Waterbeach New Town.

Lack of meaningful consultation

We did not feel that the Applicant really listened to the
community. The only request that was granted was the
removal of the ugly metal fence that was proposed for the
top of the bund. The community requested that the

Consultation

Site selection and consultation

The Applicant refers the Parish Council to the Statement of
Community Consultation (SOCC), a statutory document,
prepared in accordance with the Planning Act 2008. The core
and wider consultation map was agreed as part of the SOCC.
The approach to consultation was agreed with Cambridge City
Council, Cambridge County Council, South Cambridgeshire
District Council, East Cambridgeshire District Council and the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority. The
SOCC published in 2021.

The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115] outlines
how the Applicant consulted the local communities and
residents and responded to their feedback, including adapting
the design of the proposed development to take into account
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Relevant Representation Comment

structures be sunken to reduce the impact on the openness

of the Fen landscape and the conservation areas, but the
Applicant rejected this on the grounds of it being too costly
and due to issues with ground water. This suggested that it
was completely the wrong site. The bund, which was
intended to hide ‘all but the tallest structures’ has now been
reduced in height to 5 metres (initially 7-11m).

The community requested Access from J34 of the A14 In the
Phase 2 Consultation Summary Report the strength of
community feeling about access was apparent.

We have only been presented with one design. It was not
until the Consultation 3, PEl: Introductory Paper that we
were given brief information about 2 other designs, which
had already been discounted. One seemed to be more
sunken but rejected because too costly but also concerns
about groundwater contamination which had not been
mentioned before.

The Parish Councils were excluded from the design
presentation process.
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Applicant’s Response

concerns about the height of the earth bund and structures

within the proposed WWTP.

The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115] outlines
how the Applicant complied with the consultation requirements
of the Planning Act 2008 to consult with interested parties,
including the local communities and residents and Parish
Councils.

Traffic

The community overwhelmingly supported dedicated access
to the site. If the project really is a nationally significant
infrastructure project, why is the access to the site not from
a nationally significant road i.e., the A14?

Why does Horningsea and the other communities have to
bear the burden of increased construction and operational
heavy traffic via local C-roads?

The Applicant notes the comments. During the consultation
process to identify a suitable access for the proposed WWTP the
Applicant proposed Option 3 which consisted of an access
directly off the A14. This option was not acceptable to National
Highways due to safety concerns and non-policy compliance
(DfT Circular 01/2022, paragraph 20) so this option was not
pursued.
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Construction traffic would cause significant disruption for a
significant period of time.

The Horningsea Road is a major local route for Horningsea
residents and other users accessing the A14, the city, and in
particular, it is used as a route to the local primary school.
Any problems on this road results in traffic backing up into
the villages of Horningsea and Fen Ditton Construction and
operational traffic would have to exit the site onto
Horningsea Road and then make a right turn onto the slip
road to the A14. This could lead to queuing on the A14
bridge. There is no possibility of creating an extra lane for
turning right on this stretch of road. Site traffic that leaves
the site and needs to travel east, would have to turn off the
A14 again at J33 and go around the roundabout to re-enter
the A14 eastbound. Although traffic would not be able to exit
the site and turn right into Horningsea village, it would be
possible to turn left and continue on the B1047 and into Fen
Ditton. We envisage that if there is any problem at the
junction, or on the A14, HGVs would then have to travel
through Fen Ditton village. We also believe that the
appearance of the new junction, signage and lighting is
totally out of keeping with the rural landscape.
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Applicant’s Response

In relation to the impact and design of the new junction

configuration on traffic into Horningsea and Fen Ditton, the
Design Plans — Highways and Site Access (App Doc Ref 4.11)
[APP-025] illustrate the proposed junction layout which, once
constructed, will be used by construction and operational traffic
to access the proposed WWTP. The design of the permanent
site access incorporates a traffic island to prevent ‘right turns’
towards Horningsea and the configuration of the existing
signalised junction to take vehicles directly into the proposed
WWTP from the A14, thereby limiting vehicle movements on
the local road network.

The design of the permanent site layout and the highway
improvements proposed to the immediate vicinity of the
permanent site access have been informed by consultation with
stakeholders, including the Highway Authorities and the local
community.

With regards concerns related to the number of workers during
the peak of construction, the effects and proposed mitigation
are discussed in ES Chapter 19 — Traffic and Transport (App Doc
Ref 5.2.19) [AS-038]. The mitigation measures will also be
implemented through ES Chapter 19 — Appendix 19.7
Construction Traffic Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7)
[AS-109] and ES Chapter 19 Appendix 19.10 - Outline
Operational Logistics Traffic Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.12.1) [AS-
111].
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Requirement 9, under Schedule 2 of the draft Development
Consent Order [AS-039], also requires the Applicant to submit a
construction environmental management plan (CEMP) to the
relevant planning authority for approval prior to commencing
the part of the development that plan relates to. The CEMP
must contain a detailed construction traffic management plan.

At the peak of construction period there would be an

In relation to reducing vehicle trips by the construction
estimated 422 workers on the site and although, car sharing, g ps DY

) ) ) j - workforce the Applicant intends to implement a construction
public transport is encouraged, it does not seem likely that it worker travel plan (CWTP). An CWTP is provided in the ES
would be a convenient option for many workers. The site is Appendix 19.9 (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.9) [APP-150]. Requirement
not adequately served by public transport, there are only 2 9 within the dDCO (App Doc 2.1) [AS-139] secures the provision
buses a day. a detailed construction worker travel plan for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved alongside the
CEMP for such phase. This must accord with the measures
within the CWTP, ES Appendix 19.9 (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.9)
[APP-150]. Requirement 8 of the dDCO secures compliance
with the Code of Construction Practice (see (App Doc Ref 2.1)

We take issue with Anglian Water’s collision analysis in the [AS-139]).

vicinity of Horningsea, including Clayhithe.
v 2 3 The Applicant has coordinated with the local highways team at

Cambridgeshire County Council to agree the approach to
Transport Assessment. The Applicant confirms that the collision
analysis set out within paragraph 4.2.40 of the Transport
Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-108a and 108b] covers
the agreed with the LHA area during the pre-application stage
and the findings detailed are agreed by the LHA.

A number of residents raised concerns that questions The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115] outlines

submitted to Anglian Water during the consultation phases how the Applicant complied with the consultation
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were not answered. COVID hampered consultation. There

was an inadequate presentation of plans by Anglian Water to
the community and lack of opportunity for ‘town hall’ type
interaction. Residents who were not comfortable with Zoom
and technology generally were disadvantaged by the
process. More should have been done to create more public
events Zoom sessions were very limited and not conducive to
debate and interaction At the statutory Consultation 3, one
online event was held on, Wednesday 9th March 2022 7pm-
8.30. This was poorly publicised.

The event was listed on p44 of the Phase 3 Community
Consultation Leaflet, Feb 2022 CWWTPR-Phase-three-
community-consultation-leaflet.pdf, but no instructions given
on how to join the event and the fact that it had to be
booked in order to receive the Zoom link. There was no
information on how to register on the CWWTPR website and
no Zoom link put up on the website. A number of people
missed this event due to the poor information provided by
Anglian Water One face to face meeting was provided for
Horningsea on 22nd March — from 3pm to 7pm in the Village
Hall. We consider this to have been very inadequate There
was an internet outage period of 10 days during the
consultation period which also made it very hard to engage
with the online process (BT/Open Reach Major System
Outage ref IMT32941/2). A request to increase the
Consultation period was rejected by Anglian Water There
were several ways of responding electronically at
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Applicant’s Response

requirements of the Planning Act 2008 to consult with
interested parties, including the local communities and
residents, and adapted to manage the challenges presented by
the COVID restrictions, such as hosting COVID secure face to
face events during the Phase Two consultation once the COVID
restrictions were relaxed.

The Applicant also notes that none of the local authorities
consulted by the ExA, during acceptance of the application,
raised any concerns regarding the adequacy of the consultation
required to comply with the Planning Act 2008.
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Consultation 3,but , confusingly, none of these methods
offered the same questionnaire. The form was in pdf and
could not easily be submitted electronically. Again, questions
by residents put to Anglian Water via the advertised email
address were not answered quickly or not answered at all.
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Applicant’s Response

Design

The design was initially introduced to us as being
‘sympathetic’ to the landscape. But a circular bund ‘rotunda’
based on hill fort was out of place in this landscape —
hedgerows and dykes are linear; note also the long avenue of
trees from Biggin Abbey that point to the site at Honey Hill.
The height of the bund was reduced because there was
insufficient spoil, and more tree planting was introduced in
order to try to mitigate the original design. This had the
effect of creating a very prominent structure in the
landscape; it would create a 5 metre block of bank with an
assortment of buildings protruding from the top. Even at 5
metres there could be a deficit of up to 4373m square of
material that needs to be trucked to the site. Environmental
Statement Ch16 Material Resources and Waste, Application
Document Reference 5.2.16, p51 We also have concern that
this particular design constricts expansion and there will
need to be expansion outside the bund at some point, for
example, a requirement for larger storm tanks, so there will
be further industrial creep.

The Design and Access Statement (App Doc Ref 7.6) [AS-168]
describes the objectives, design principles and considerations
that have informed site selection and design development of
the proposed WWTP.

As shown on Sheet 11 of the Works Plans (App Doc Ref 4.1.11)
[AS-150], an area has been set aside within the earth bund for
‘future works’, thereby avoiding the need for expansion outside
the earth bund.

Aquifer
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We are very concerned about the PD being built over a
Principal Chalk Aquifer. DEFRA mapping advises against
development in this area due to the potential for
contamination. The structures could not be buried because
of the proximity of the aquifer. A small number of residents
in the village have well water Pollution We are very
concerned that there is too high a risk of pollution of the Quy
Fen SSSI. There is the potential for contaminated runoff
entering Black Ditch and being transported to Quy Fen SSSI.
The site drainage pond is directly connected to Black Ditch.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant notes the concerns and the assessment of
potential effects on the chalk aquifer and surface watercourses,
including Black Ditch, are set out in ES Chapter 20 — Water
Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]. This document also
details a number of measures in relation to the prevention and
control of contamination risks to surface and groundwater (see.
Tables 5-1 and Table 5-2).

Requirement 8 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-139] also requires the Applicant to undertake each
phase of development in accordance with application of the
Code of Construction Practice Parts (CoCP) A and B [APP-068
and AS-161]. Contaminant risk through the management of
construction activities are described within the CoCP Parts A
and B, such as requiring the Principal Contractor(s) to produce a
Water Quality Management Plan(s), Pollution Incident Control
Plan, and risk assessments before works commence on site.

The Applicant refers to Requirement 9 of Schedule 2 of the
dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] which secures the provision of
a Water Quality Management Plan(s) and Pollution Incident
Control Plan for each phase of the development, to be
submitted and approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.
Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the Code of Construction Practice.

The design also includes a number of features in relation to the
control of contamination risk. These are described in ES
Chapter 20 — Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
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Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
and include a segregated drainage system in areas of potential
contamination within the proposed WWTP.

During operation, the proposed WWTP will be subject to
controls and monitoring systems defined within an
Environmental Permit issued by the Environment Agency under
the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations
2016. The existing Cambridge WWTP is currently managed
under such an Environmental Permit.

The Environmental Permit for the proposed WWTP (see
Consents and Other Permits Register (App Doc Ref 7.1) [AS-
123]) requires a written management system to be in place in
the form of an Environmental Management System (EMS). The
EMS covers general management of the proposed WWTP,
equipment maintenance, contingency plans, accident
prevention and emergency response (including pollution
response) as well as defining monitoring activities.

Light pollution The Applicant notes the concerns and the assessment of effects
Introduction of light into a tranquil unlit area. Impact on from lighting, including on biodiversity, and possible changes
wildlife. due to climate change (e.g. hotter weather and droughts) are

considered in the following documents.

Odour
Of particular concern to residents. We are not convinced that
Anglian Water has taken into account increasing likelihood of

ES Chapter 15 — Appendix 15.3 Lighting Assessment Report
(5.4.15.3) [AS-100]

» ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.8) [AS-026]

vty Lo iy sl @lieL i conal et ES Chapter 9 - Climate Resilience (App Doc Ref 5.2.9) [APP-041]

We are also concerned that the commissioning of the new Odour

plant would cause odour issues as the bioreactors are being
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Relevant Representation Comment

‘bedded in’. We are concerned that not enough investigation

has gone into the potential for odour from the transfer
tunnel and Waterbeach pipeline ventilation shafts.

Office
We question the need for offices for 60 people.

Sludge lorries
We are concerned that sludge is being imported by tankers
from far locations
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Applicant’s Response

An assessment of odour impacts and proposed mitigation
measures are presented in ES Chapter 18 — Appendix 18.2
Odour Impact Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.18.2) [APP-138].
Section 6 of the assessment concludes that proposed WWTP will
have ‘Negligible’ odour impact to all known receptors, with the
residual effects being “not significant”.

Requirement 20 of Schedule 2 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1)
[AS-139] requires the Applicant to not start operating the
proposed WWTP until an Odour Management Plan has been
approved by the relevant authority; a preliminary version is
presented as ES Chapter 18 — Appendix 18.4 Preliminary Odour
Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.18.4) [APP-140].

Office provision

The operational workforce would be similar to the existing
Cambridge WWTP. Section 5 of ES Chapter 2 — Project
Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] sets out the
proposed staffing level at full capacity. In addition to
operational staff, there may occasions when the staff and
visitor numbers increase the persons on site requiring office
space. Paragraph 2.13.3 of ES Chapter 2 — Project Description
(App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034] explains the inclusion of a
Discovery Centre, located on part of the first floor which will
provide an education space for invited visitors, as well as
multipurpose meeting spaces and a viewing terrace.

Sludge movements
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Applicant’s Response

Reference

Section 1.8 the ES Chapter 2 — Project Description (App Doc Ref

5.2.2) [APP-034] states that both the existing Cambridge WWTP
and the proposed WWTP have been designed as “integrated
treatment plants” incorporating a Sludge Treatment Centre
(STC). The STC treats the sludge derived from the waste water
being treated at the plant and the “wet sludge” produced by
other satellite plants which do not have an integrated STC. The
vehicle movements that use the existing Cambridge WWTP
would be redistributed to the proposed WWTP. The
redistribution of vehicles from the existing Cambridge WWTP to
the proposed WWTP is considered within the ES Chapter 19
Traffic and Transport (App Doc Ref 5.2.19) [AS-038].

Health of residents

Mental health of residents has been severely impacted.
People feel anxious about the impact of an enormous
construction site on their doorsteps, noise, pollution, the
disruption to their travel to work and school, the impact on
local footpaths and cycle routes. The perception that the
village will forever be associated with a massive industrial
development. The potential for odour inhibiting their
enjoyment of the outdoors. There is a feeling of
powerlessness and consultation fatigue — Waterbeach New
Town, Waterbeach pipeline, Marleigh, a congestion charge,
changes to Newmarket Road, development at the Airport
site, and an incinerator, are some of the consultations all
within a 3k radius . We weren’t listened to from the
beginning when 50% said leave it where it is Abbey Ward will

The effects, and associated proposed mitigation measures, on
the local community and their health/wellbeing are presented
in the following documents.

ES Chapter 11 — Community (App Doc Ref 5.2.11) [AS-028]

Health Evidence Review 12.2 (App Doc Ref 5.4.12.2) [APP-112]

ES Chapter 12 — Health (App Doc Ref 5.2.12) [APP-044]

ES Chapter 12 — Appendix 12.3 Health Mental Wellbeing Impact
Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.12.3) [AS-077]

The Consultation Report (App Doc Ref 6.1) [AS-115] outlines
how the Applicant consulted the local communities and
residents and responded to their feedback.
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Reference

be affected by the PD and this is one of the most deprived

areas in Cambridge, and this should be more carefully
considered Consultation took place during COVID. People felt
isolated and unable to meet and discuss the issues.

Applicant’s Response

Sustainability/Carbon Cost

We are concerned about the carbon impact of rebuilding a
perfectly functioning WWTP less that 2k from the existing
WWTP. It is stated that ‘Specifically, the Proposed
Development will enable Cambridge City and South
Cambridgeshire District Councils’ long held ambition to
develop a new low-carbon city district on Cambridge’s last
major brownfield site, known as NEC. ‘ Planning Statement,
Application Document Reference: 7.5. Para 2.1.2, p15 How
can this be sustainable if Green Belt is permanently harmed
in the process? The purpose of building on brownfield is to
avoid such development on Green Belt. The community is
very concerned about this issue. The carbon paper: Planning
Statement: Strategic Carbon Assessment, Application
Document Reference: 7.5.2, provides us with the evidence
that there would be massive carbon expenditure in
demolition of the existing plant. The argument that not
moving it would cause a higher carbon impact is based on
pure supposition without real evidence. The core site
housing could be located in more sustainable areas such as
the Airport site. The complete decommissioning plus the
demolition of the existing Cambridge WWTP, and the

The decommissioning of the existing Cambridge WWTP is
assessed as per the scope of works described in Section 6 of ES
- Volume 2 - Chapter 2 - Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2)
[APP-034].

ES Chapter 10 — Carbon (App Doc Ref 5.2.10) [APP-042]
provides an assessment of carbon emissions and proposed
mitigation measures for the land use changes,
decommissioning of the existing facility, construction of the
Proposed Development (including embedded carbon in
materials) and the operation of the Proposed Development.

The Applicant has presented their justification for the proposed
development in the green belt within the Planning Statement
(App Doc Ref 7.5) [APP-166].
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demolition of the existing Waterbeach Water Recycling

Centre (WRC) is not assessed in this application.
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Applicant’s Response

Agricultural land

The majority of the land required is Best Most Versatile :
“The effect of the permanent loss of BMV land is moderate
adverse and is significant”. Environmental Statement, Non-
Technical Summary, Application Document Reference: 5.1,
Section 4.1 Agricultural Land and Soil, p24 This use of this
land was found to have a ‘moderate significant’ effect on 11
farm businesses.

Air Quality

HPC is very concerned about dust generation and emissions
from construction plant. It is a dry, very open flat site. The
COCP is supposed to mitigate the potential for this, but there
is a primary school with a playground about 750m from the
site and concern has been expressed by the village about
respiratory problems being exacerbated.

Agricultural land

The Applicant notes the comments in relation to the
assessment of BMV and farm businesses. The effects are
reported in the ES Chapter 6 — Agricultural Land and Soils (App
Doc 5.2.6) [AS-024].

Air quality

An assessment of impacts from dust, including on receptors
including local residents, schools and farmland, is presented in
ES Chapter 7 — Air Quality (App Doc Ref 5.2.7) [APP-039]. The
assessment and proposed mitigation measures are based on
guidance from the Institute of Air Quality Management.

The Applicant refers to Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-139] which secures the provision of an air quality
management plan for each phase of the development, to be
submitted and approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.
Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the Code of Construction Practice.

Outfall

This would have a significant impact on the River Cam by the
construction of the large outfall structure. The Applicant
acknowledges that the damage here cannot be mitigated

The effects of the new outfall on the river Cam, its users and
users of connecting footpaths are assessed and mitigation
measures proposed in the following documents.
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onsite and would have to purchase the remaining ‘high
distinctiveness river units’. There would be inconvenience to
residents, river users and users of the footpaths

Applicant’s Response

ES Chapter 20 — Water Resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]

ES Chapter 11 — Community (App Doc Ref 5.2.11) [AS-028]

ES Chapter 19 — Traffic and Transport (5.2.19) [AS-038]

ES Chapter 15 — Landscape and Visual Amenity (App Doc Ref
5.2.15) [AS-034]

The Applicant makes a distinction between mitigation measures
for habitat changes as a result of the outfall and BNG. The
application of BNG is set out within the ES Appendix 8.13

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-
163].

In relation to habitats affected by the Final Effluent Outfall
within Works Plan 32 (see Works Plans (App Doc Ref 4.3) [AS-
150]) the following measures will apply.

Installation of the outfall to minimise the extent of permanent
loss of riverbank

Installation of the river protection extents to include embedded
design features to reinstate riparian reedbed habitat

Improvement of the river bank downstream of the outfall
(within the extent of works plan 32) by translocation of
reedbed to thicken the riparian margin

Translocation of reedbed to be incorporated into the created
ditch habitats within Works Plan 39

Pre works checks and translocation of important botanical
species
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
These general applicable measures in the CoCP Part A would
also apply.

Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the Code of Construction Practice.

The duration of the work in the area of the Final Effluent Outfall
will be up to 12 months, with the in-river works lasting up to 4
months during the summer months.

The ES Chapter 2 — Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [AS-
034] explains a temporary diversion of the PRoW (85/6) to
maintain connectivity. Full details of the proposals are set out in
Schedule 6 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] and shown
on the Rights of Way Plans (App Doc Ref 4.6) [AS-017]. The
diversions are likely to be required for a maximum period of 11
months. Furthermore, ES Chapter 2 Appendix 2.2 Code of
Construction Practice Part B (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.2) [APP-069]
notes that the usable width of the river Cam will be narrowed
during construction of the outfall for a period of around 4
months. Whilst the navigable area will be narrowed the river
Cam will remain navigable to all permitted users throughout this
period. These measures will also be set out in the OQutfall
Management Plan secured by Requirement 10 of the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]. Whilst Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures compliance with the Code of
Construction Practice.

Impact on local businesses The effects of the Proposed Development on local businesses,
during construction and operation, are assessed and mitigation
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Key impact on Horningsea would be the perception of its
close proximity to the sewage works, the fear of traffic, road
closures and odour People are concerned about the viability
of the Community Pub, still recovering from COVID Concern
about the Gayton Farm accommodation business due to
blighted views and the work on the pipeline through their
land. Poplar Hall Farm residents would have permanent
access across their land.

The Village hall regularly holds weddings and parties, yoga,
painting, warm hub, coffee morning and toddler groups. It
also hosts a senior’s lunch for the village, the annual
horticultural show and many other events.
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Applicant’s Response

measures proposed in ES Chapter 11 — Community (App Doc
Ref 5.2.11) [AS-028], including Table 5-1 which presents a
summary of community effects.

Landscaping

Tree and hedge planting is the main method of reducing the
impact of the massive industrial structures in this open
landscape, therefore this aspect of the application is very
important to Horningsea residents.

We are particularly concerned that the mature trees (up to
5m in height) would fail to establish on the earth bank, due
to the thin soil, exposed site, wind rock and lack of water; we
are regularly in drought conditions. We have a lot of
evidence of local planting schemes that have failed. The
planting of whips opposite the cemetery on Horningsea Road
is now ten years old, few have survived and the height of the
tallest is about 6 feet. A planting along the widened A14 has
spectacularly failed recently. There is some provision for

The Applicant notes the comments and refers to the Common
Theme response 2.5 above regarding the Proposed
Development and Landscape Design.
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supplemental watering but we feel that the Applicant should

install an irrigation system for the standard trees that are
planned on the earth bank, and this water should be
collected from rooves of the new WWTP.

We are concerned that there are no clear pictures of the
structures protruding from the bund to show how this would
look during the winter , for example at Figure 3.5 Vegetation
Growth Rate ? Earth Bank Elevation, p20, it would have been
very helpful to have seen an outline of buildings above the
treeline.

Applicant’s Response

Funding

We are concerned that there could be a funding shortfall
that could lead to economising on the development and poor
mitigation. There hasn’t been enough clarity around funding
of the project. The HIF grant was originally given for a
maximum of £227 million to provide enough funds for the
long tunnel option outside the Green Belt. The long tunnel
route was removed at the start of the Options Appraisal
stage. In addition, it is not clear how much money has been
allocated to the payment of consultants and enabling works
and what would be allocated to the actual building phase.
Anglian Water has stated that there is no operational need to
relocate the WWTP, therefore funding for the move cannot
come from the regulated business. In view of the worsening
economic climate, and the debt position of the water

Details regarding the funding of the Development can be found
in the Funding Statement (App Doc Ref 3.2) [APP-013].
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companies, we would really like more assurance regarding

contingency plans for overruns in cost.
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3.3

3(a) Statutory Parties

Table 3-9: East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust (RR-012)

Reference
Project
Environmental
& Social
Effects, Page 6

Relevant Representation Comment

Review of the WWTP (Applicant’s) Environmental
Statement and related DCO documentation, indicate that
the Scheme’s potential impacts (effects) on EEAST’s
operational capacity, efficiency and resources (staff,
vehicle fleet and estate assets) have not been baselined or
sufficiently assessed or mitigated to date.

EEAST is therefore liaising with AW to ensure this
omission is addressed by further information being
prepared to respond to EEAST’s concerns, as necessary,
and to inform a Statement of Common Ground - to
provide a robust basis for assessment of the DCO
Application, and to assist the Examination.

In particular, EEAST wish to agree and secure suitable
mitigation and management measures as part of the DCO
Requirements and/ or via a Section 106 planning
obligation (or Deed of Obligation) and reflect this position
within a Statement of Common Ground by
commencement (or at an early stage) of the forthcoming
Examination.
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\ Applicant’s Response

The assessment provided in the Transport Assessment (App
Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) [AS-10Ba — 108B] to ES Chapter 19 — Traffic
and Transport (App Doc Ref 5.2.19) [AS-038] provides the
predicted effects of construction traffic and operational traffic
on the road network, which includes the emergency services
response routines.

The mitigation measures are set out in the Construction
Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) [AS-109] and taken into
account within the assessment reported in the Transport
Assessment, principally the mitigation is to limit deliveries
during peak hours in the morning, evening and at school pick-
up, to minimise adverse delay to the road network.

The community liaison proposals set out in the CTMP (App
Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] includes a requirement to engage
with the emergency services, alongside the City and District
Councils, County Council etc., to ensure the impact on the
transport network, including the emergency services
operational requirements are minimised during construction.
This is reflected in the combined Emergency Services
Statement of Common Ground.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP [AS-109] and Community
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment \ Applicant’s Response
Liaison Plan (CLP) (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132] for each phase
of the development, to be submitted and approved alongside
the CEMP for such phase.
Traffic & Information to determine the effect of increased HGV The Traffic and Transport chapter of the ES (App Doc Ref
Transport traffic, road closure, route diversion measures and 5.4.19.3) [AS-038] sets out the impacts of construction and
Impacts & transport/ road network management and its impact on operational flows associated with the Scheme on the road
Highway EEAST’s operational capacity, efficiency and resources is network based on the Institute of Environmental
Network currently absent from the EIA and associated DCO Management and Assessment (IEMA) guidance. The Transport

Delay, Page 7

documentation.

These impacts on EEAST’s operational capacity, efficiency
and resources therefore need to be presented and
assessed, and reflected in an agreed Statement of
Common Ground setting out appropriate mitigation and
management measures to be secured/ implemented
through DCO Requirements, and/ or within a Section 106
planning obligation or Deed of Obligation, as part of any
Development Consent Order approval.

Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.3) Chapter 19 Appendix 19.3
Transport Assessment) taking into account mitigation and no
significant effects are reported.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
requires a CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.10.1) [AS-109] for each
phase of the development to be submitted and approved
alongside the CEMP for such phase. As part of this process any
updates to the CTMP would require consultation with the
relevant highway authorities.

As noted previously, the community liaison proposals set out
in the CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] are intended to
provide a regular opportunity for updating, reporting and
providing monitoring for stakeholders.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-
109] and Community Liaison Plan (CLP) (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-
132] for each phase of the development, to be submitted and

approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.
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Applicant’s Response

The community liaison proposals set out in the CTMP (App
Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] includes a requirement to engage
with the emergency services, alongside City and District
Councils, County Council etc., to ensure the impact on the
transport network, including the emergency services
operational requirements are minimised during construction.
This is reflected in the combined Emergency Services
Statement of Common Ground.

Abnormal
Indivisible
Loads (AIL),
Page 7

It is evident that a significant level of AIL movements
(including police escort) and hazardous waste transit, are
required to deliver construction phase components to
access points linked to the WWTP operations.

Information to assess the nature, frequency, route
management, reliance on police escort and expected
time delays associated with AlLs (and hazardous waste as
appropriate) which are likely to directly impact on
EEAST’s operational capacity, efficiency and resources
therefore needs to be clarified within the EIA and/ or
associated DCO documentation.

This information should be presented and assessed, and
reflected in a Statement of Common Ground setting out
appropriate mitigation, management and monitoring
measures to be secured/ implemented through DCO
Requirements, and/ or within a Section 106 planning
obligation or Deed of Obligation, as part of any
Development Consent Order approval.

The Applicant notes the comments. There are not expected to
be significant numbers of abnormal indivisible loads.

Those that are required would be managed through the CTMP
(App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] and adherence to established
systems - Electronic Service Delivery for Abnormal Loads
(ESDAL).

In paragraph 4.2.5 of the CTMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-
109] it notes that the delivery of AlLs, where additional
mitigation is required (such as marshalling and appropriate
vehicle escort), would be communicated in the construction
forum and local community groups before arrival. This
requirement is also contained within the Community Liaison
Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132].

The community liaison commitment set out in the CTMP (App
Doc Ref 5.4.19.7) [AS-109] is intended to provide a regular
opportunity for updating, reporting and providing monitoring
for stakeholders.
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Applicant’s Response

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
requires a CTMP for each phase of the development to be
submitted and approved by the local planning authority
alongside the CEMP for such phase. As part of this process any
updates to the CTMP would require consultation with the
relevant highway authorities to confirm the permitted routes,
timescale for permissions to be granted and any additional
mitigation measures to ensure minimised impact on the
transport network, including emergency services operational
routes.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a CTMP and CLP for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved by the LPA
alongside the CEMP for such phase.

Major
Accidents &
Disasters,
Page 8

Information to determine the effect of the demolition
and construction phase and its impact on EEAST’s
operational capacity, efficiency and resources is currently
absent from the EIA and associated DCO documentation.

HSE’s construction statistics and publications (for Great
Britain) indicate that work related incidents, involving
serious injury and fatalities, are statistically significantly
higher for the construction industry as compared to the
‘all industry’ rate.

In the event of a construction phase accident or incident,
appropriate procedures would therefore need to be put
in place for emergency access, on-site triage, medical

The Applicant confirms that there is no demolition related to
the Proposed Development and refers to paragraph para 6.2.6
of ES Chapter 2 — Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2)
[APP-034] which states that ‘Consent is not sought under the
Development Consent Order for the subsequent demolition
or redevelopment of the Cowley Road site’.Figure 1.1 which
shows the relationship between the Proposed Development,
the scope of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] and the
future demolition and redevelopment of the site at Cowley
Road (the existing Cambridge WWTP).

The Applicant refers to ES Chapter 19 — Traffic and Transport
(App Doc Ref 5.2.19) [AS-038] which reports impacts in
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Relevant Representation Comment
assessment and patient identification, stabilisation and
transfer to an appropriate healthcare setting.

In addition, plans and contingencies for emergency
access, on-site triage, medical assessment, patient
identification, stabilisation, clinical information, safe and
efficient handover to EEAST responders within
operationally optimal attendance times (noting the delay
risks above) which in urgent cases may require Helicopter
Emergency Medical Services (HEMS) access, are
considered necessary.

The incidence and impact of any potential significant or
major accident (and any disaster) on EEAST and its HEMS
partner operational capacity, efficiency and resources
(including EEAST hazardous area response teams - HART)
needs to be presented and assessed, and reflected in a
Statement of Common Ground, with appropriate
mitigation and management measures secured/
implemented through DCO Requirements and/ or within
a Section 106 planning obligation or Deed of Obligation,
as part of any Development Consent Order approval.
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\ Applicant’s Response

relation to construction vehicle movements associated with
the construction of the Proposed Development and
operational reassignment of vehicle movements from the
existing Cambridge WWTP to the proposed WWTP.

The Applicant also refers to the Access and Traffic Regulation
Order Plans (App Doc Ref 4.7) [APP-021] which show
proposed construction and operational access and egress
points.

In relation to the permanent access proposals the Applicant
refers to Design Plans - Highways and Site Access (App Doc
Ref 4.11) [APP-025].

Section 4, General Requirements, Health and Safety of ES
Chapter 2 Appendix 2.1 - Code of Construction Practice Part A
(App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068], provides information in
relation to health and safety matters, in particular to the
following.

Para 4.1.5: the Applicant will ensure that arrangements are in
place for the discharge of its duties under the
Construction (Design and Management) Regulations
(CDM Regulations).

Para 4.1.6: as required under the CDM Regulations
information about or affecting the site collected prior
to the commencement of construction. This will involve
approaching the relevant authorities and stakeholders,
which would include EEAST, the inclusion of which to
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\ Applicant’s Response

these groups has been discussed in August 2023 and
October 2023 working group meetings. The Principal
Contractor(s) will be responsible for the production
and implementation of the Project Health and Safety
Plan in accordance with CDM Regulations. This will set
out how health and safety matters on the site are to be
managed and how risks are to be identified and
managed in accordance with current best practice and
legal requirements. The Health and Safety Plan will
focus on the health and safety of construction workers;
however, the Principal Contractor(s) will also be
responsible for ensuring the health and safety of any
visitors to the site and of the general public in the
vicinity of construction activities.

Para 4.21: requires the Principal Contractor(s) appointed by
the Applicant to accredited to British Standard (BS) EN
ISO 14001: Environmental Management and ISO
45001: Health and Safety Management Standards.

Section 4, CEMP, of ES Chapter 2 Appendix 2.1 - Code of
Construction Practice Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068],
requires that the Contractor prepares detailed plans including
the following.

Para 4.4.1: as set out under section 2, the Principal
Contractor(s) appointed by the Applicant will be
required to produce a Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) before works associated
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment \ Applicant’s Response
with each part of the Proposed Development
commence.

The management plans which will be prepared are as listed
below. Outline plans were submitted as part of the
Application and will be secured through the
Requirements in the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139],
including the following.

o Community Liaison Plan (See section 2)*;

o Pollution Incident Control Plan (See section
4.6)*

o Emergency Preparedness Plan (See section
4.6)*

o Construction Traffic Management Plan (See
section 7.6)*

o Construction Workers Travel Plan (see section
7.6)*

* The above documents with asterisks are documents that will either be
produced or updated prior to the commencement of the enabling phase.

** Only to be produced where deemed necessary.

These will be in effect to cover the construction period for
Proposed Development. Detailed plans will be prepared prior
to the start of construction.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of a management plans (including but
not limited to the CTMP, CLP, CWTP, and Emergency
Preparedness Plan) for each phase of the development, to be
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment \ Applicant’s Response
submitted and approved by the local planning authority,
alongside the CEMP for each phase.
Population It is evident that during the construction phase a The details in relation to the nature of the construction
Increase, significant number of construction workers are required workforce, their home origin, health status, clinical
Health & to implement the demolition and construction stages of dependencies, location of any temporary accommodation
Wellbeing, the Project. Information to determine the nature of the would not be available at this stage of the project
Page 8 construction workforce, their home origin, health status, programme.

clinical dependencies, location of any temporary
accommodation, which are factors likely to impact on
EEAST’s operational capacity, efficiency and resources,
including its logistical response with healthcare partners,
is currently incomplete and insufficiently assessed within
the EIA and associated DCO documentation.

The Applicant will continue to coordinate with EEAST via the
Emergency Services Technical Working Group in relation to
the details relating to the emerging workforce. These details
would be communicated through a forum as would be
defined within the detailed Community Liaison Plan.
Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
secures the provision of further plans including the CLP for
each phase of the development, to be submitted and
approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.

The Applicant confirms that they have continued to engage
with EEAST in relation to ongoing coordination and that there
would be a specific sub-group set up in relation to emergency
services matters. This arrangement will be recorded in the
SoCG.

The Applicant confirms that there is no demolition related to
the Proposed Development and refers to paragraph 6.2.6 in
ES Chapter 2 — Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-
034] which states that ‘Consent is not sought under the
Development Consent Order for the subsequent demolition
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment \ Applicant’s Response
or redevelopment of the Cowley Road site..” and Figure 1.1
which shows the relationship between the Proposed
Development, the scope of the proposed DCO and the future
demolition and redevelopment of the site at Cowley Road
(the existing Cambridge WWTP).
Transport, In the light of the above, EEAST recommend that The Applicant notes the comments and has set up an
Community appropriate Terms of Reference, Membership and a Emergency Services Technical Working Group to review and
Safety, Health | Communications Strategy for a Transport, Community consider concerns from all the relevant emergency services.
& Wellbeing Safety Health and Wellbeing Working Group is
Working established, potentially in advance of the Examination. Where concerns are addressed or, where additions can be

Group, Page 8

This would help to inform and assist the management of
relevant aspects of the Project requiring a coordinated
response from ‘health and blue light partners’,
incorporating representatives from EEAST,
Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Integrated Care System
(ICS) Cambridgeshire Constabulary and Cambridgeshire
Fire & Rescue Service.

incorporated into Application documents, this will be
documented in the combined SoCG for the Emergency
Services.

Table 3-10: National Highways (RR-016)

Reference

\ Relevant Representation Comment

The book of reference as submitted by the Applicant
identifies 43 plots of land owned by or occupied by
National Highways (“Plots”) in respect of which
compulsory acquisition powers to acquire new rights are
sought. The compulsory acquisition powers sought are
described in the book of reference as being the creation

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant included protective provisions for the benefit of
National Highways within the draft Order which had been the
subject of discussion for a number of months and had almost
been agreed. The Applicant continues to engage with
National Highways on the content of these provisions.
National Highways has now advised that they require the
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Reference

\ Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

and compulsory acquisition of new rights over land and
the temporary possession of land (“Compulsory Powers”).
To safeguard National Highways’ interests and the safety
and integrity of the SRN, National Highways objects to the
inclusion of the Plots in the Order and to Compulsory
Powers being granted in respect of them. The Plots
constitute land acquired by National Highways for the
purpose of its statutory undertaking and, accordingly, this
representation is made under section 56 and sections 127
and 138 of the Planning Act 2008. National Highways
considers that there is no compelling case in the public
interest for the Compulsory Powers and that the Secretary
of State, in applying section 127 of the Planning Act 2008,
cannot conclude that new rights and restrictions over the
Plots can be created without serious detriment to National
Highways’ undertaking and no other land is available to
National Highways to make good the detriment. National
Highways also objects to all other compulsory powers in
the Order that affect, and may be exercised in relation to,
National Highways’ property and interests.

inclusion of their Standard Protective Provisions on the face
of the DCO. The Applicant continues to engage with National
Highways on the inclusion of appropriate provisions.

In order for National Highways to be in a position to
withdraw its objection, National Highways requires: ?

(a) the inclusion of its protective provisions in the Order
for its benefit; and

(b) agreements with the Applicant that regulate

e (i) the manner in which rights over the Plots are acquired
and the relevant works are carried out including terms

which protect National Highways’ statutory undertaking

The Applicant included protective provisions for the benefit of
National Highways within the draft Order which had been the
subject of discussion for a number of months and had almost
been agreed. The Applicant continues to engage with
National Highways on the content of these provisions.
National Highways has now advised that they require the
inclusion of their Standard Protective Provisions on the face
of the DCO. The Applicant continues to engage with National
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\ Relevant Representation Comment

and agreement that compulsory acquisition powers will
not be exercised in relation to such land; and

e (ii) the carrying out of works in the vicinity of the SRN to
safeguard National Highways’ statutory undertaking.
National Highways reserves the right to produce
additional grounds of concern if further details of the
impact to National Highways’ assets become available.

* The proposal for a traffic monitoring regime to
determine the timing of the phasing of implementation
works requires further details in terms of its operation and
application.

Applicant’s Response
Highways on the inclusion of appropriate provisions and the
outcome of these discussions will be recorded in the SoCG.

It is understood that Traffic Management on Junction 34
of the A14 would be required. Arrangements would need
to be made with the National Highways’ Roadspace
Bookings team to ensure there are no conflicts on the
network and to ensure the safety of users of the SRN.

o Construction Traffic Routes on the SRN are not
sufficiently understood, and further detail is required in
respect of how they will be managed. o In particular, the
impact on Junctions 33, 34 and 35 of the Al4.

o Should the proposed construction works require the
temporary closure of eastbound off slip, this can be done
for short durations at night-time only. A Temporary Traffic
Road Order (TTRO) will be required and consultation with
the National Highways’ Roadspace Booking team.

The Applicant notes the comments and continues to engage
with National Highways to identify the further information
required.

The proposed development includes a Transfer Tunnel

connecting the existing Waste Water Treatment Plant to
the south of the A14 to the proposed site to the north. o
The proposed tunnel has an internal diameter of greater

The Applicant notes the comments and continues to engage
with National Highways to identify the further information
required.
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Reference

\ Relevant Representation Comment

than 2.0 metres, therefore the design of the tunnel will
require an Approval in Principle approved by National
Highways’ Safety Engineering and Standards (SES)
Structures and Geotechnical teams.

o In addition, as the proposed tunnel is proposed to go
under the A14, these works will require Roadspace to be
booked and the carriageway levels monitored during the
pipe jacking process. This carriageway level monitoring is
required to record the heave or settlement that might
occur to the carriageway as agreed with the SES
Geotechnical team and is normally RAG (Red, Amber and
Green) rated. Red indicates the works must stop
immediately and the matter discussed with the National
Highways Geotechnical Team. CCTV before and after of
any National Highways drainage system assets must be
recorded and any damage recorded after the pipe jacking

works must be rectified to National Highway’s satisfaction.
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Applicant’s Response

The proposal includes enhancements to the A14
overbridge to provide Local Transport Note (LTN) 120
compliant Active Travel cycle path. o The enhancements
require alterations to the bridge parapet and would be
subject to a Road Safety Audit.

o National Highways’ have not had sight of the Road
Safety Audit, therefore unable to provide comment or
support at this stage. National Highways’ also wishes to
take the opportunity to draw the attention of the
Applicant to the National Highways’ Protective Provisions,
which seek to protect the National Highways network and
manage the interface of the project and the SRN.

The Applicant met with National Highways July 2023 which
included a discussion on the Road Safety Audit (RSA) with a
agreement to provide a copy once Cambridgeshire County
Council (CCC) had indicated their acceptance of the document.
The Applicant provided the RSA report (App Doc Ref 5.4.19.11)
[AS-112] to National Highways on 7th August 2023 and
followed up with National Highways in August 2023. The
Applicant has received comments from National Highway
which it is reviewing and will take forward further discussions
with National Highways.
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During the consultation process identifying a suitable
access for the proposed Waste Water Treatment Plant,
the applicant proposed option 3 which consisted of a
access directly off the A14. This option was not acceptable
to National Highways due to safety concerns and non-
policy compliance (DfT Circular 01/2022, paragraph 20).
National Highways supports the removal of this option
from consideration.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant welcomes National Highways’ confirmation of
support for the removal of proposed access option 3 that
consisted of an access directly off the A14.

Table 3-11: Cadent Gas Limited (RR-011)

Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

Access Cadent’s rights to retain its apparatus in situ and rights of The Applicant notes the comments in relation to the need for
access to inspect, maintain, renew and repair such access to existing apparatus and will take this requirement
apparatus located within or in close proximity to the order | forward with Cadent.
limits including should be maintained at all times and
access to inspect such apparatus must not be restricted.
The documentation and plans submitted for the above The Applicant is aware of the presence of the low and
proposed scheme have been reviewed in relation to intermediate pressure gas main and has incorporated the
impacts on Cadent’s existing apparatus located within this information into the design of the Proposed Development.
area, and Cadent has identified that it has low and
intermediate pressure mains located within the order limits

Protective Cadent has interests identified within plots 001a, 001b, The Applicant notes the comments in relation to stated plots

Provisions 001c, 011a, 036a, 036b, 036¢, 036d, 036e, 036f, 037a, and will take forward discussions with Cadent.

037b, 037c and 037d, therefore it will require adequate
protective provisions to be included within the DCO to
ensure that its apparatus and land interests are adequately
protected and to include compliance with relevant safety
standards.
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Reference
Protective
Provisions

\ Relevant Representation Comment

As a responsible statutory undertaker, Cadent’s primary
concern is to meet its statutory obligations and ensure that
any development does not impact in any adverse way upon
those statutory obligations. Adequate protective provisions
for the protection of Cadent’s statutory undertaking are
therefore required and are currently in discussion between
parties.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant is aware of Cadent’s concerns set out in this
table and therefore the protective provisions for the benefit of
Cadent were included in the draft Order. These provisions have
been the subject of discussion between the parties for a
number of months. The Applicant is continuing to negotiate
the outstanding points with Cadent. The outcome of
discussions will be recorded in the Statement of Common
Ground.

Table 3-12: Royal Mail (RR-020)

Reference

\ Relevant Representation Comment

RM does not wish to stop or delay this scheme from being
constructed, but does wish to protect its future ability to
provide an efficient mail sorting and delivering service. In
order to do this, RM requests that:

1. the DCO includes specific requirements that during the
construction phase RM is notified by Anglian Water
Services Limited or its contractors at least one month in
advance on any proposed road closures / diversions /
alternative access arrangements, hours of working, and on
the content of the final CTMP,

2. the final CTMP includes a mechanism to inform major
road users (including RM) about works affecting the local
highways network (with particular regard to RM’s
distribution facilities near the DCO application boundary),
and

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant notes the requests made by the Royal Mail
within their relevant representation and would like to direct
them to the Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132]
which outlines the Applicants commitments to stakeholder
engagement during the construction of the Proposed
Development and includes commitments to the requests made
by Royal Mail. The Community Liaison Plan is secured through
Requirement 9 of the dDCO (Doc 2.1) [APP-039].

The list of Prescribed Consultees for CWWTPRP was identified
through stakeholder mapping, with the Royal Mail included on
the list. As a Prescribed Consultee, Royal Mail will be part of a
two-way dialogue during the construction phase as set out
within Section 4 of the Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref
7.8) [AS-132]. The approach to the communications is set out in
Section 5.1 of the Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8)
[AS-132]and includes the following.
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Relevant Representation Comment

3. RM is invited to join any stakeholder traffic management
consultation group that is set up during the operational
phase.

Applicant’s Response

Informing stakeholders of the progress of the Proposed
Development (including maps and plans for local area, timings
and duration of works, how and when areas will be reinstated);
and

Upcoming traffic management measures (including road
transport information such as bus stops and details of
diversions).

The timeframes for communications will be set out within the
final Community Liaison Plan as per Section 6 of the
Community Liaison Plan (App Doc Ref 7.8) [AS-132]. Timeframes
will be a fixed period and will take into account any statutory
requirements. The Applicant notes the Royal Mail’s request for
at least one month and will take this into account in the final
Community Liaison Plan.

Table 3-13: Natural England (RR-015)

Reference
Para 1.1.6

Relevant Representation Comment

Natural England is broadly supportive of the proposed
development of a low carbon waste water treatment
facility that will help to mitigate wider climate impacts and
make a positive contribution towards enhancing the
natural environment and people’s access to the
countryside and enjoyment of nature.

We welcome the proposal to establish new habitats for
wildlife, including delivery of a minimum 20% biodiversity
net gain and creation of an improved landscape and

Applicant’s Response
The Applicant welcomes Natural England’s broad support of the
Proposed Development.

Recreational impacts

In relation to recreational usage, the Applicant has assessed the
impact of recreational users and this is set out in section 4 of the
ES Chapter 8: Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.4.8) [AS-026].
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Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

access connectivity. Natural England’s main concerns with | The Applicant does not consider the proposed pathways indicated
the project are the effects of the proposed access within the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] will increase
enhancements on the surrounding countryside, including the effects on the Stow-um-Quy Fen area.

Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI, particularly in combination with

Local Plan development, including the North East The Applicant confirms that the North East Cambridge
Cambridge development that this Scheme will enable. A Biodiversity Assessment! (MIKA 2020), Sustainability Appraisal?
This matter requires further consideration through the (2021), Topic Paper: Open Space &

Environmental Statement and the Landscape, Ecology and | Recreation (2021)3 and The Greater Cambridge Green
Recreational Management Plan (LERMP). Infrastructure Opportunity Mapping* (LUC, 2021) have been

reviewed in relation to understanding how potential biodiversity
impacts in relation to recreational pressures associated with the
NECAPP have been considered in relation to the development of
the APP.

The NEC Sustainability Appraisal (2021) identifies potential
recreational pressures at Bramblefields Local Nature Reserve but
does not include reference to Stow-cum-Quy Fen.

The MKA (2020) report identifies that ‘the development of NEC
provides a unique opportunity to create a new biodiversity hotspot
at Chesterton Fen which can deliver a suite of priority habitats and
species that reflect the local landscape. This feature would also
serve as a green gateway on the edge of the city which connects to
wider schemes such as the National Trust Wicken Vision and the
River Cam green corridor’. The assessment does not go on to

L https://www.greatercambridgeplanning.org/media/1243/ecology-study-a-biodiversity-assessment-2020.pdf

2 https://consultations.greatercambridgeplanning.org/sites/gcp/files/2021-11/NECAAPSustainabilityAppraisal2020v22021.pdf
3 https://www.greatercambridgeplanning.org/media/1268/open-space-topic-paper.pdf

4 https://consultations.greatercambridgeplanning.org/sites/gcp/files/2021-09/GREATE~3_0.PDF

169


https://www.greatercambridgeplanning.org/media/1243/ecology-study-a-biodiversity-assessment-2020.pdf

Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant Relocation Project
Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

identify any conflict in relation to recreational pressure but does
however conclude that development of NEC would offer greater
opportunities for public engagement with nature, and the
subsequent health and well-being benefits.

The Open Space Topic Paper refers to another study investigating
assessed Green Infrastructure assets both individually and
collectively. The Greater Cambridge Green Infrastructure
Opportunity Mapping (LUC, 2021) includes a consideration of
Stow cum Quy SSSI as part of Strategic Initiative 4: Enhancement
of the eastern fens. In relation to recreational pressures this
document states that negative impacts from access and
recreational pressure are minimised through habitat buffers and
educating visitors.

The LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] proposes the inclusion
of boundary treatment either side of paths within the landscape
masterplan area with the intent that these would be an effective
mitigation against footfall away from defined paths. This measure
is used successfully at many nature reserves and within the
grounds of National Trust properties, such as Anglesey Abbey
(which is a CWS) by using brash and woody material and/or
mature and dense thorned planting to discourage both dogs and
people from entry into sensitive habitats. This approach is in line
with the intention of the LERMP to formalise how people are
already using the land required for the proposed WWTP rather
than encouraging intensification of use.
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Applicant’s Response

The assessment has not identified significant residual effects on
this receptor, however recognising the uncertainty in relation to
predicting how people may use this area, the Applicant has
included with the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [066] the
requirement to complete user surveys and the intention to set up
an Advisory Group. Through this group matters such as
recreational users can continue to be discussed and managed.

The Applicant also refers to paragraph 4.1.2 and 4.1.4 within
section 4 of the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which
confirms the intention to set up an Advisory Group. Through this
group matters such as recreational users can continue to be
discussed and managed.

These measures are in alignment with the educational
opportunities indicated identified within the Strategic Initiative 4:
Enhancement of the eastern fens within The Greater Cambridge
Green Infrastructure Opportunity Mapping (LUC, 2021).

The Applicant would continue to engage with relevant
stakeholders including but not limited to the LPA and Natural
England in relation to the development of the detailed LERMP
including the terms of reference for the Advisory Group. These
can include matters such as recreational pressure management
and the detail in relation to educational aspects incorporated into
the LERMP. The group terms of reference would form part of the
detailed LERMP.
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Applicant’s Response

The requirements within the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-
066] are secured by Schedule 2 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
139] relating to the detailed landscape scheme and LERMP which
will be approved by Natural England and the Local Planning
Authority.

Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] fulfils this
requirement and requires that the detailed plan accords with the
LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066].

Para 1.1.8

AWSL shared a draft template Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) (Version 1) with Natural England in May
2023. The SoCG represents the position between Anglian
Water and Natural England at May 2023 (covering the pre-
application stage of the process).

At this stage we have not provided substantive comments
on the draft SoCG; however, we will update this in due
course to reflect our comments in these representations.
We understand that the SoCG will continue to be
reviewed and progressed through acceptance and
examination stages as well as any actions arising from the
Issue Specific Hearings on the draft DCO.

A Statement of Commonality on specific points between
SoCG’s will be updated and submitted to the Examining
Panel during the examination to reflect additional
agreement achieved.

The Applicant continues to engage with Natural England in
relation to development of the SoCG. The existing document
submitted at Deadline 1 has been updated to reflect the position
in relation to the Ghost Licence applications submitted to Natural
England in relation to the Protected species.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 1

Issues raised previously by Natural England have been
addressed through the submission HRA Report and the
updated HRA Screening Report provided by the Applicant
on 14/7/2023. No actions are required, subject to

The Applicant confirms the productive approach to completion of
the HRA Screening (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.15) [AS-068]and (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.16) HRA Report [AS-070] and facilitation of this process
by Natural England.
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Applicant’s Response

confirmation that the Environment Agency is in
agreement with the HRA conclusions.

The Applicant confirms the intention to engage with both Natural
England and the Environment Agency which will include details
regarding the HRA and record the outcome of discussions in the
SoCG.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 2

Details of a post-construction monitoring programme and
adaptive landscape management approach, progressed
through a wider partnership arrangement, to mitigate
recreational pressure impacts on Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI,
will need to be provided and secured through the LERMP.

The Applicant refers to the ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref
5.2.8) [AS-026] in which the assessment has not identified
significant residual effects on Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI, however
the following are proposed.

In relation to the Bridleway/Permissive Paths the Applicant will
ensure as part of the LERMP that there will be adequate
signage to ensure appropriate use of the Paths/Bridleway
and behaviour to limit any impact

Long-term application of the LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which requires that the operator to
prepare a detailed management and maintenance plan
(secured through requirements 11), based on the LERMP
which will be agreed with key stakeholders. In relation to
users, section 4 of LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] includes the requirement to complete
user survey at least twice a year for the first 5 years of
operation to understand how people are interacting with
the recreational space and accessing the wider network of
PRoW and permissive paths.

The Applicant also refers to paragraphs 4.1.2 and 4.1.4 within
section 4 of the LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14)
[AS-066] which confirms the intention to set up an Advisory
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Applicant’s Response

Group. Through this group matters such as recreational users can
continue to be discussed and managed.

The Applicant would continue to engage with relevant
stakeholders including but not limited to the LPA and Natural
England in relation to the development of the detailed LERMP
including the terms of reference for the Advisory Group. These
can include matters such as recreational pressure management
and the detail in relation to educational aspects incorporated into
the LERMP. The group terms of reference would form part of the
detailed LERMP.

The requirements within the LERMP Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] are secured by Schedule 2 of the Draft DCO
relating to the detailed landscape scheme and LERMP which will
be approved by Natural England and the Local Planning Authority.
Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] fulfils this
requirement and requires that the detailed plan accords with the
LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066].

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 2

Monitoring of the water quality of the Black Ditch, which
is hydrologically connected to Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI,
should be undertaken in addition to the water level
monitoring referenced in the CoCP Part B. This should be
undertaken throughout the operation of the plant as well
as during construction.

Water quality monitoring prior to, during and

following construction is recommended at Black Ditch in the
Environmental Statement Chapter 20: Water Resources
(paragraphs 4.1.281 and also 4.2.145) (App 5.2.20) [AS-040]. The
scope and duration of monitoring will be agreed with all relevant
stakeholders before any works, which could potentially impact the
ditch, commence.

The Applicant has prepared an Outline Water Quality Monitoring
Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.13) to cover the proposals for water
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Applicant’s Response

guality monitoring. This is agreed in principle with the
Environment Agency and an outline plan included as part of the
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1.

The ES Chapter 20: Water resources (App Doc Ref 5.2.20) [AS-040]
resources has assessed the impacts to Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI,
which is about 1.5km north-east of the proposed WWTP.

A contaminant transport model (ConSim) (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.8)
[APP-158] was used to better understand the risks from the
proposed WWTP to water quality in Black Ditch and the nearby
environmental receptors, Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI and Allicky Farm
Pond CWS (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.8 Contaminant Transport Note)
[APP-158].

Based on the findings of the model, the risk of an impact on
groundwater resources in the Allicky Farm Pond CWS and Stow-
cum-Quy Fen SSSI are predicted to be negligible.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 2

Submission of a more detailed monitoring and mitigation
strategy and detailed CEMP, prior to DCO approval. This
should include the requirement to act upon any findings
of the water quality and water level monitoring within the
River Cam, Stow-cum-Quy SSSI and Black Ditch,
throughout the construction and operation phases of the
project.

The scope and duration of monitoring will be agreed with all
relevant stakeholders before any works commence.

The Applicant has prepared an Outline Water Monitoring Plan to
cover the proposals for water quality monitoring. This has been
provided as part of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1. This
approach has been agreed with Natural England in recent
meetings.

The overarching monitoring activities are represented within an
Outline Water Quality Monitoring Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.13)
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included as part of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1.
Requirement 22 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] requires
the preparation of a detailed operational monitoring plan to be
agreed prior to the start of construction and operation.

Part Il, We wish to see operational phase groundwater quality The scope and duration of monitoring for the operational phase
Table 1, monitoring for the wider scheme so that any impacts to will be agreed with all relevant stakeholders before any works
Issue 2 designated sites, such as Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI, can be commence.
identified and appropriate mitigation measures
implemented. The Applicant has discussed with specifications (location,
parameters, monitoring frequency and duration) for the
monitoring of surface and groundwater quality. An approach has
been discussed and agreed with the Environment Agency and the
Outline Water Monitoring Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.13) is included
as part of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1.
The overarching monitoring activities are represented within the
Outline Water Quality Monitoring Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.13)
which has been agreed in principle with the Environment Agency.
The final version of that plan, following approval from the
Environment Agency, will be submitted at Deadline 2.
Part Il, Wilbraham Fen SSSI should be included in the The Applicant has continued to engage with Natural England in
Table 1, groundwater relation to potential impacts to designated sites through the
Issue 2 monitoring and mitigation strategy. Biodiversity Technical Working Group.

Further information has been circulated (August and September
2023) in relation to water levels including at Wilbraham Fen SSSI.
This has included collecting more recent publicly available data on
water levels to indicate natural fluctuations. The predicted change
in water levels in this location as a result of dewatering activities
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required for construction is in the order of Imm. It is not
considered that there are any suitable monitoring approaches that
would reasonably detect this level of change.

In discussions on the Outline Water Quality Monitoring Plan (App
Doc Ref 5.4.20.13) it has been agreed with the Environment
Agency that Wilbraham Fen SSSI water levels do not need to be
monitored.

The overarching monitoring activities are represented within a
draft Outline Water Quality Management Plan which has been
agreed in principle with the Environment Agency, and forms parts
of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1. The final version of
the plan, following approval from the Environment Agency, will be
submitted at Deadline 2. Requirement 22 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-139] requires the preparation of a detailed
monitoring plan to be agreed prior to the start of construction and
operation.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 2

Clarification required on impacts to downstream
ecological receptors, including the Cam Washes SSSI,
associated with flood level increases.

The Applicant confirmed in hydrology-focused discussion with
Natural England on 22 August 2023 (as recorded in the SoCG) hat
this comment relates to the 22mm increase in flood level for the 1
in 2 year event, as provided in the fluvial flood model report
modelling included in Appendix 20.5 (Appendix A, Table A.1) of the
ES Appendix 20.5 - Fluvial Model Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.5)
[AS-113]. This is referenced also in Appendix 20.1 Flood Risk
Assessment ES Chapter 20 Appendix 20.1 Flood Risk Assessment
(App Doc Ref 5.4.20.1) [APP-151].
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Applicant’s Response

Within the fluvial flood model of Appendix 20.5 (App Doc Ref
5.4.20.5) [AS-113], Figure B.1 of Appendix B shows the 1 in 2 year
flood extents. This shows flooding to be contained within channel

for both existing and proposed outfall. Receptors within the flood
plain would not be impacted.

As the flood levels are maintained in-channel in the 1 in 2 year
event, receptors within the flood plain, including Cam Washes SSSI
would not be impacted by the modelled 22mm increase in flood
level and therefore no mitigation is required.

The Applicant however notes that since the initial modelling the
Environment Agency have issued a revised Cam model. The
Applicant has agreed to repeat the fluvial modelling using the
updated model and that the assessment findings would be
reviewed once this exercise has been completed.

Any agreements and discussions in relation to the updated
modelling exercise will be documented within the SOCG.

Part Il, Conﬁrmajuon should be p.r("JVIded that the replacement The Applicant confirms that Table 2.20 of Chapter 2 of the ES
Table 1, WWTP will not place additional demand on highly stressed : S . . .

Chapter 2 Project Description includes information in relation to
Issue 2 water resources.

estimated water demand (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [APP-034]. The
estimated water consumption (m3/day). Although the table
presents water consumption throughout construction, the existing
Cambridge WWTP potable water consumption figures are also
reported, namely 286 m3/d. The majority of this figure represents
process requirements, but it also includes a minor contribution
associated with operatives’ welfare requirements.
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Applicant’s Response

The above figures exclude other process water uses, including
various effluent streams and blow-downs, filtered final effluent,
filtered and disinfected final effluent, and condensates — all
together totaling more than 200I/s.

The Applicant can further confirm that all buildings will be
designed to achieve BREEAM excellence performance levels and a
‘water conservation strategy’ will be submitted during detailed
design.

For the existing WWTP to meet the demands of flow and
treatment of the proposed WWTP, it is likely that the current
water usage will increase due to the increased polymer make up
required for an additional tertiary solids removal facility being
required.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 3

Natural England has provided LONIs for water vole and
bats but require amendments to the method statements
before the licence applications are formally submitted.

The Applicant welcomes the comments from Natural England in
relation to draft licence content. Each licence will be updated to
account for comments prior to the formal licence application. The
Applicant continues to engage with Natural England in particular in
relation to various licences. The Applicant confirms that it has
reached broad agreement with Natural England in relation to the
licences which is reflected in license specific LONI which are
annexed to the statement of Common Ground with Natural
England.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 3

Natural England is in the process of reviewing the draft
badger licence application and will issue a LONI once
outstanding matters, if any, have been addressed.

The Applicant acknowledges the comment and confirms that the
amended draft Badger licence application (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.21)[APP-106] has now been reviewed by Natural England
and a LONI is awaited.
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Species mitigation and management for the entire
scheme,

including the tunnel, pipeline and final effluent outfall
elements, should be set out in the LERMP.
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Applicant’s Response

The Applicant acknowledges that the LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App
Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] relates to the landscape masterplan as
defined for the proposed WWTP and discussed within the
Technical Working Groups with the stakeholders. Species
management and mitigation for the entire scheme is set out in the
Mitigation Tracker (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.6).

For the area of the Waterbeach Pipelines, Shafts 4 and 5, the
compound areas, and the Final Effluent Outfall, and the land
required for the construction of the Final Effluent and Storm
Pipelines between the Final Effluent Outfall and Horningsea Road,
the land will be reinstated in accordance with the requirements of
the CoCP Part A [APP-068] and B [APP-069], including the
following.

Any planting as part of the Proposed Development which dies or
becomes seriously damaged or diseased within five years
after completion of construction will be replaced in the first
available planting season with stock of the same species
and size as that originally planted unless otherwise agreed
with the Local Planning Authority.

In locations of retained hedgerow there shall be consideration of
additional "thickening" to promote habitat connectivity for
bats, in particular making use of existing hedgerow
removed during construction. Any works to hedgerow
would be under the supervision of a suitably experienced
ecologist
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Applicant’s Response
In relation to habitats affected by the Final Effluent Outfall within
the Works Plan 32 the following measures will apply.

Installation of the outfall to minimise the extent of permanent loss
of riverbank

Installation of the river protection extents to include embedded
design features to reinstate riparian reedbed habitat

Improvement of the river bank downstream of the outfall (within
the extent of works plan 32) by translocation of reedbed to
thicken the riparian margin

Translocation of reedbed to be incorporated into the created ditch
habitats within area of Works Plan 39

Pre works checks and translocation of important botanical species

These general applicable measures in the CoCP Part A would also

apply

In relation to works to the ditch parallel with the river Cam that
affect water vole habitat, the following applies.

Creation of 84m of habitat within Works Plan 39 in advance of the
start of construction as set out within draft water vole
licence application (5.4.8.22 ES Volume 4 Appendix 8.22
Water Vole Natural England Ghost Licence Method
Statement (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.22) [APP-107]

Minimising the extent of the area required for the construction of
the outfall through altering the design so that the ditch
profile could be reinstated upon completion of the works.
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For areas outside of the landscape masterplan the mitigation and
management activities are secured as follows.

Management and monitoring of the Final Effluent Outfall area
including Works Plan 39 as required for habitat
compensation in relation to the Works Plan 32 area
including long term management and monitoring is secured
by Requirement 10 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]
which requires the preparation of detailed outfall
management plans for the construction and operation
phase of the Proposed Development.

Management and monitoring of compensation habitat for water
vole in accordance with the licence

Monitoring of reinstated hedgerows as required by Section 7.2 of
the CoCP Part A [APP-068] which requires that
reinstatement planting will be undertaken in the first
available planting season following construction and that
any planting as part of the Proposed Development which
dies or becomes seriously damaged or diseased within five
years after completion of construction will be replaced in
the first available planting season with stock of the same
species and size as that originally planted unless otherwise
agreed with the Local Planning Authority.Monitoring of
reinstated land and soils as required by section 5.5
Aftercare of the outline Soil Management Plan (App Doc
Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060]

Table 7-1 within the BNG Assessment Report (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.13) [AS-163] summarises the future monitoring mechanisms
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to implement and monitor created and reinstated habitats in
relation to BNG commitments.

The Applicant is satisfied that Requirements 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, & 22 of
the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] adequately secure mitigation
and management of all receptors identified within the ES Chapter
8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [AS-026].

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 3

Confirmation should be provided that species mitigation,
including for water voles, will be managed for the
operational duration of the project. This should be
secured through the LERMP

The Applicant provides the following information species by
species.

Water voles

Measures secured by the water vole licence including ditch
creation. A draft licence is provided as Natural England Ghost
Licence Method Statement - Water vole (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.22)[APP-107]. The Applicant welcomes the response
received from Natural England in relation to the draft licence
details and will continue to engage with NE in relation to the
details within the licence to account for their feedback.

The dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] includes requirement 10 for
an outfall management plan to be in place in operation. This will
include long term management and monitoring of the ditches
created within Works Plan 39.

The LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]
therefore it does not need to duplicate details within the licence or
outfall management plan.
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Badger
Measures for the mitigation of impacts to badger are secured by

licence a draft of which is included within the Application within
Natural England Ghost Licence Method Statement - Badgers —
Confidential (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.21) [APP-106]. The Applicant
welcomes the response received from Natural England in relation
to the draft licence details and will continue to engage with
Natural England in relation to the details within the final licence to
account for their feedback.

Bats

Measures for the mitigation of impacts to bats are secured by
licence a draft of which is included within the Application within
Natural England Ghost Licence Method Statement — Bats (App Doc
Ref 5.4.8.20) [APP-105]. The Applicant welcomes the response
from Natural England in relation to the draft licence details and
will continue to engage with Natural England in relation to the
details within the final licence to account for their feedback.

Reptiles
Th Applicant refers to section 7.2 of the CoCP Part A (App Doc Ref

5.4.2.1) [APP-068] which requires that a Reptile Mitigation
Strategy will be produced by the contractor prior to works
commencing on site. It is proposed that the impact upon reptiles
be mitigated during the construction period through a
combination of reptile fencing (around the proposed WWTP),
sensitive vegetation clearance and management including hard
searches as appropriate, and local translocation.
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Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-039] secures
the provision of a construction environment management plan for
each phase of the development, to be submitted and approved for
such phase. This would include the Reptile Management Plan.
Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-039] secures
compliance with the CoCP.

individual components. This is particularly important given
the characteristic peat soils within the Waterbeach
Pipeline route.

Part Il, We advise that a copy of the BNG Metric calculation The Applicant confirms that an updated the metric calculation will
Table 1, should be provided, in addition to the BNG Assessment be included as part of the submission made under Requirement
Issue 4 Report. Natural England defer to the Local Planning 11 within the dDCO [AS-039]. The Applicant will continue to
Authority, as the responsible body for Biodiversity Net engage with both Natural England And the LPA in relation to the
Gain, for any further comment. application of the metric.
Part Il, Natural England would like to have early sight of the The Applicant confirms that an updated the metric calculation will
Table 1, proposals that indicate how 20% BNG river units will be be included as part of the submission made under Requirement
Issue 4 achieved. 11 within the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-039]. The Applicant also
continues to engage with both Natural England and the LPA in
relation to biodiversity matters. Through the technical working
groups the Applicant has continued to provide updates on the
status of proposals in relation to river units and the Applicant
confirms its intention to maintain this engagement and record the
outcome of discussions in the Statement of Common Ground.
Part Il, A detailed ALC survey for the full Study Area should be The approach to ALC survey is in alignment with the scoping
Table 1, presented in the ES and the Applicant should provide approach defined within the Scoping Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2)
Issue 5 simple area breakdowns in a single table for each of the [APP-080] and Scoping Opinion (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.3) [APP-079].

For pipeline routes the potential impacts are associated with the
construction stage and are relatively short. The CoCP Part A (App
Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] requires that the Contractor prepares
detailed plans including a detailed soils management plan.
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The CoCP Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] section 7.4 Land
Quality, soil management, paragraphs 7.4.30 — 7.4.35 specifies
required measure in relation to soil management. In particular
paragraph 7.4.32 which states ‘Prior to construction, specific
measures to protect soils will be set out in a detailed Soil
Management Plan (SMP), based upon the Outline Soil
Management Plan (Appendix 6.3) (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-083]
and if required supplemented, by additional survey data’.

The outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-083] specifically notes
that for areas outside the land required for the proposed WWTP
‘the soil management measures specified in Section 5 are applied
provided that a soil specialist is present on-site to monitor key soil
management stages, or that a soil specialist has delivered
appropriate training to the Contractor prior to the commencement
of the construction [para 1.1.4]"....

The outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-083], Section 5.3. Soil
reinstatement and reuse, para 5.4.2 states that the main objective
for the reinstatement of agricultural land is to restore the land to
its original (pre-development) soil quality, as determined by ALC
grade obtained during the pre-construction survey.

Therefore, land temporarily required for the Proposed
Development for which ALC was not completed would be subject
to pre-construction surveys with detailed management measures
applied taking into account the findings of preconstruction
surveys.
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The ES Chapter 6 (App Doc Ref 5.2.6) [AS-024], Table 5-1: Summary
of effects to agricultural land, soil resources and farm business,
includes a breakdown of soils types lost.

Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
the provision of a soil management plan for each phase of the
development, to be submitted and approved alongside the CEMP
for such phase. These will accord with the requirements of the
outline SMP. The CEMP and appended detailed plan would be
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority.
Through this approval process, the Applicant would agree the
details of pre-construction surveys with detailed management
measures. The Applicant therefore considers that Requirement 9
of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] sufficiently addresses this
comment.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 5

The LERMP should show proposed soil profiles, and a soil
balance should be provided to demonstrate that the full
soil resource can be re-used onsite. This should be split by
soil type and proposed end-use.

The soil volumes per field and per soil type in the land required for
the proposed WWTP/Landscape Masterplan for each soil horizon
(topsoil, upper subsoil, lower subsoil) are reported in Table 4-2 of
the of the Outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) (App Doc Ref
5.4.6.3) [APP-060] and ALC report (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.2) [AS-059].
In situ soil horizons are 270-280mm deep for topsoil, 210-250mm
deep for upper subsoil and 240-480mm deep for lower subsoil
depending on location.

The detailed specification of soil profiles and planting within the
LERMP Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] have not
yet been detailed. Requirement 7, Detailed Design, and
Requirement 11, LERMP within the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
039] require details to be submitted to and approved by the
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Applicant’s Response

relevant local planning authority. Collectively these would include
further detail on the design of the earth bank and specifications in
relation to planting and soils.

This is secured by the following.

Schedule 2, Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-
039] which requires a detailed landscape ecological and
recreational management plan (detailed LERMP) has been
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning
authority, and

Schedule 2, Requirement 7 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-039]
which requires a detailed design information is submitted
to and approved by the relevant planning authority.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 5

As indicated in section 2 of this table, we wish to see a
robust and strategic approach to assessing, monitoring,
mitigating and managing the potentially negative effects
of the proposed access enhancements through the ES and
the LERMP. This should be considered in the context of
the wider Cambridge Nature Network and highly sensitive
sites such as Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI.

The Applicant recognises that understanding potential changes in
use patterns will help inform management activities in
consultation with stakeholders.

The Applicant refers to the LERMP Appendix 8.14, App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which proposes the inclusion of boundary
treatment either side of paths within the landscape masterplan
area with the intent that these would be an effective mitigation
against footfall away from defined paths. This measure is used
successful at many nature reserves and within the grounds of
National Trust properties, such as Anglesey Abbey (which is a
CWS) by using brash and woody material and/or mature and
dense thorned planting to discourage both dogs and people from
entry into sensitive habitats. This approach is in line with the
intention of the LERMP Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-
066] to formalise how people are already using the land required
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for the proposed WWTP rather than encouraging intensification of
use.

The assessment has not identified significant residual effects on
Stow-cum-Quy Fen SSSI however the following are proposed.

In relation to the Bridleway the Applicant will ensure as part of the
LERMP that there will be adequate signage to ensure
appropriate use of the Permissive Paths/Bridleways and
behaviour to limit any impact.

Long-term application of the LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which requires that the operator
prepares a detailed management and maintenance plan
(secured through requirement 11), based on the LERMP
which will be agreed with key stakeholders. In relation to
understanding usage, section 4 of LERMP includes the
requirement to complete user survey at least twice a year
for the first 5 years of operation to understand how people
are interacting with the recreational space and accessing
the wider network of PRoW and permissive paths.

The Applicant also refers to paragraph 4.1.2 and 4.1.4 within
section 4 of the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]
which confirms the intention to set up an Advisory Group.
Through this group matters such as recreational users, the
Wider Nature Network and connected habitats can
continue to be discussed and managed.
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The Applicant would continue to engage with relevant

stakeholders including but not limited to the LPA and Natural
England in relation to the development of the detailed LERMP
including the terms of reference for the Advisory Group. The
group terms of reference would form part of the detailed LERMP.
Agreements reached in relation to the user group members can be
recorded within the relevant SOCG.

Part Il, In addition to comments in section 3 of this table, our The Applicant acknowledges that the LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App

Table 1, advice is that ecological mitigation, enhancement Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066]relates to the landscape masterplan as

Issue 5 (including BNG) and management for the entire scheme defined for the proposed WWTP and discussed within the TWG
should be set out in the LERMP with the stakeholders including the LPA.

For areas of the Waterbeach Pipelines, Shafts 4 and 5, compound
areas (the Final Effluent Qutfall), and the land required for the
construction of the Final Effluent and Storm Pipelines between the
Final Effluent Outfall and Horningsea Road, the land will be
reinstated in accordance with the requirements of the CoCP Part A
[APP-068] and B [APP-069], including the following.

Any planting as part of the Proposed Development which dies or
becomes seriously damaged or diseased within five years
after completion of construction will be replaced in the first
available planting season with stock of the same species
and size as that originally planted unless otherwise agreed
with the local planning authority.

In locations of retained hedgerow there shall be consideration of
additional "thickening" to promote habitat connectivity for
bats, in particular making use of existing hedgerow
removed during construction. Any works to hedgerow
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would be under the supervision of a suitably experienced
ecologist.

In relation to habitats affected by the Final Effluent Outfall within
the area of Works Plan 32 the following measures will apply.

Installation of the outfall to minimise the extent of permanent loss
of riverbank

Installation of the river protection extents to include embedded
design features to reinstate riparian reedbed habitat

Improvement of the river bank downstream of the outfall (within
the extent of Works Plan 32) by translocation of reedbed to
thicken the riparian margin

Translocation of reedbed to be incorporated into the created ditch
habitats within the area of Works Plan 39

Pre works checks and translocation of important botanical species

These general applicable measures in the CoCP Part A would also

apply

In relation to works to the ditch parallel to the river Cam that
affect water vole habitat, the following would apply.

Creation of 84m of habitat within the area of Works Plan 39 in
advance of the start of construction as set out within draft
water vole licence application ES Volume 4 Appendix 8.22
Water Vole Natural England Ghost Licence Method
Statement (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.22) [APP-107]
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Applicant’s Response

Minimising the extent of the area required for the construction of
the outfall through altering the design so that the ditch
profile could be reinstated upon completion of the works.

For areas outside of the landscape masterplan the mitigation and
management activities are secured as follows.

Management and monitoring of the Final Effluent Outfall area
including the area of Works Plan 39 as required for habitat
compensation in relation to Works Plan 32 including long
term management and monitoring is secured by
Requirement 10 which requires the preparation of detailed
outfall management plans for the construction and
operation phase of the Proposed Development.

Management and monitoring of compensation habitat for water
vole in accordance with the licence

Monitoring of reinstated hedgerows as required by Section 7.2 of
the CoCP Part A [APP-068] which requires that
reinstatement planting will be undertaken in the first
available planting season following construction and that
any planting as part of the Proposed Development which
dies or becomes seriously damaged or diseased within five
years after completion of construction will be replaced in
the first available planting season with stock of the same
species and size as that originally planted unless otherwise
agreed with the local planning authority.

Monitoring of reinstated land and soils as required by section 5.5
Aftercare of the outline Soil Management Plan (App Doc
Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060]
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Applicant’s Response

Table 7-1 within the BNG Assessment Report (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.13) [AS-065] summarises the future monitoring mechanisms
to implement and monitor created and reinstated habitats in
relation to BNG commitments.

The Applicant is satisfied that Requirements 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, & 22 of
the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] adequately secure mitigation
and management of all receptors identified within the ES Chapter
8 Biodiversity (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [AS-026].

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 7

Natural England’s preference would be to have early sight
of the Management and Monitoring Plan for the outfall,
the updated LERMP, and proposals for any embedded
natural finish, water vole mitigation and habitat
enhancements, measures to control invasive species and
to indicate how 20% BNG river units will be achieved;

The Applicant refers the LERMP Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which sets out that the landscape masterplan
will be delivered during operation through the long- term
implementation of the LERMP (Appendix 8.14) (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066] which requires that the operator to prepare a
detailed management and maintenance plan. This plan will be
based on the LERMP and will be agreed with key stakeholders
(Application Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066].

This preparation of the detailed management and maintenance
plan is secured by Schedule 2, Requirement 11 of the dDCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-039] which requires that a detailed landscape
ecological and recreational management plan (detailed LERMP)
has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning
authority.

In relation to the Final Effluent Outfall and the Works Plans 32 and
39, the Applicant refers to Requirement 10 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-039] which requires that a detailed outfall
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management and monitoring plan (detailed OMMP) has been
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority for
both the construction and operational phases of the Proposed
Development. The plan shall accord with the requirements of the
outline outfall management and monitoring plan.

The Applicant confirms that it will however continue to engage
with the stakeholder group in relation to the detailed plans.

Part I,
Table 1,
Issue 7

The project should deliver more strategic enhancements
for the local nature recovery network, proportionate to its
scale and location within the Cambridge green belt and
the Cambridge Nature Network

The land permanently required for the landscape masterplan as
set out within the LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-066] is
required to deliver mitigation for effects on landscape, historic
environment, biodiversity, water and community.

Recognising local policy in respect of BNG the Applicant has
elected to apply BNG with a target of 20% gain despite this not
currently being a mandatory requirement for NSIP projects. The
Applicant has primarily achieved this through making use of the
area of land required for the mitigation of effects and including
further features and enhancements specifically intended to bring
about a gain in biodiversity value.

Within the extent of the LERMP there are enhancements as which
are described within the document (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-
066]. The Applicant has, including through the Technical Working
Group, sought to design the landscape masterplan to accord with
local conservation aims in particular the Cambridge Nature
Network.
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The Applicant has acknowledged that for the extent of the order
limits that give rise to the need for river unit gain the gain will be
through a combination of on and off-site measures. This is set out
in the BNG Report Appendix C (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.13) [AS-064].
Inclusion of further enhancements which would extend beyond
the order limits would be beyond the scope of the Proposed
Development.

Part Il, Stronger commitment for the applicant to engage in a Requirement 9(2)(a)(i) of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139]

Table 1, partnership approach with relevant parties, including the provides for the production of a Community Liaison Plan which,

Issue 7 developers of housing which this NSIP would enable, to amongst other matters, would address 2a, 7a and 7d and allow for
address 2a, 7a and 7d of this table and any other issues engagement with a wide variety of representative groups. It is
that subsequently arise likely that the developers of the vacated existing Cambridge

WWTP site would have their own community engagement
arrangements in place as a requirement of any planning
permission for the redevelopment of that site.

Para 4.8.6 | We ask that representations from the local Wildlife Trust The Applicant acknowledges these comments and confirms that
and Local Planning Authority ecologists are taken into there are ongoing discussions with the parties referred to and that
account with regard to these aspects, and that matters are managed through the SoCG with each relevant party
representations from the Environment Agency are taken and the outcome of discussions recorded.
into account for any water-dependant priority habitats
and species that might be affected.

Part IlI, DCO Requirement 7 Detailed Design - Natural England The Applicant welcomes the agreement to this Requirement.

Table 2 welcome this essential requirement.

Part IlI, DCO Requirement 8 Code of Construction Practice - The Applicant welcomes the agreement to this Requirement.

Table 2 Natural England welcome this essential requirement.

Part IlI, DCO Requirement 9 Construction Environmental The Applicant welcomes the agreement to this Requirement.

Table 2 Management Plans - Natural England welcome this
essential requirement.
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Part IlI, DCO Requirement 10 Outfall - Natural England welcome The Applicant is content to include in the dDCO requirement
Table 2 this essential requirement. We advise that requirement clarification that Natural England and the Environment Agency are
10(1) should also include the requirement for approval by | to be consulted by the relevant planning authority prior to issuing
the Environment Agency and Natural England, in addition such approval and has made this change in the dDCO submitted at
to the relevant planning authority, or for the relevant Deadline 1 (Document 2.1A Rev 1).
planning authority to consult with these bodies prior to
approval.
Part Ill, DCO Requirement 11 - Landscape, Ecology and Recreation | The Applicant is content to include in the dDCO requirement
Table 2 Management Plan - Natural England welcome this clarification that Natural England is to be consulted by the
essential requirement. We advise that requirement 11(1) relevant planning authority prior to issuing such approval and has
should also include the requirement for approval by made this change in the dDCO submitted at Deadline 1 (Document
Natural England, in addition to the relevant planning 2.1ARev 1).
authority, or for the relevant planning authority to consult
with Natural England prior to approval.
Part IlI, DCO Requirement 14 Construction lighting - Natural The Applicant welcomes the agreement to this Requirement.
Table 2 England welcome this essential requirement.
Part IlI, DCO Requirement 15 Drainage - Natural England welcome | The Applicant welcomes the agreement to this Requirement.
Table 2 this essential requirement.
Part IlI, DCO Requirement 16 Contamination risk - Natural England | The Applicant considers that this concern is dealt with through
Table 2 welcome this essential requirement. We advise that the Requirement 22 — water quality monitoring of the dDCO (App Doc
contamination of water should also be reported, Ref 2.1) [AS-139].
investigated, and remediated if necessary, not just land-
based contamination.
Appendix | The land subject to permanent development and The Applicant confirms that the ALC survey area is in alignment
1 landscaping has been subject to a detailed ALC survey. It is | with the scoping approach defined within the Scoping Report (App
acknowledged that the unsurveyed agricultural land is Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-080] and Scoping Opinion (App Doc Ref
subject to temporary disturbance as a result of pipeline 5.4.4.3) [APP-079]. For pipeline routes the potential impacts are
installation. This loss of BMV land can be considered associated with the construction stage and are relatively short in
temporary if it is returned to its former agricultural grade duration. The CoCP Part A [APP-068], section 4. CEMP, requires
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following construction. Natural England would advise that
for all areas of agricultural land subject to temporary and
permanent loss, in which Post-1988 ALC survey
information is not available, an ALC survey should be
undertaken.

The ALC surveys will identify the ALC grade, which can
then be used to contribute to the masterplanning, so as to
demonstrate the potential impacts on BMV agricultural
land were minimised as far as practicable, as per the NPS
EN-1, NPPF; and local planning policies.

Furthermore, the ALC surveys can provide the necessary
soil information to inform the detailed, site specific Soil
Management Plan, including identifying the appropriate
mitigation measures needed, which can then be reported
in the ES.

As such, we would expect to see a detailed ALC survey for
the full Study Area to be presented in the ES and that the
Applicant provide simple area breakdowns in a single
table for each of the individual components (including the
land associated with construction of the Waterbeach
pipeline, final effluent transfer and the areas required for
launch and recovering shafts for transfer pipeline
installation). For

example, total agricultural area impacted temporarily and
permanently (split by scheme component and by ALC
grade), and total BMV agricultural area permanently and
temporarily required for the development.
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that the Contractor prepares detailed plans including a detailed
soil management plan. The detailed plan will accord with the
requirements of the outline Soil Management Plan (App Doc Ref
5.4.6.3) [AS-060].

Information on the area of land of different ALC grades disturbed
is provided within the ES Chapter 6 (App Doc Ref 5.2.6) [AS-024],
Table 5-1, based on the ALC survey and the provisional ALC data.
However, the Applicant agrees that it would be helpful to produce
a summary table of area breakdowns for each ALC grade
according to the nature of the disturbance. This update will be
provided at Deadline 1.
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Appendix | The Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management The soil volumes per field and per soil type in the land required for
1 Plan does not set out the proposed soil profiles for the the proposed WWTP/Landscape Masterplan for each soil horizon
landscaping and earth bunds, nor does is set out the (topsoil, upper subsoil, lower subsoil) are reported in Table 4-2 of
required soil resource to create the proposed landscaping. | the of the Outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) (App Doc Ref
A soil balance should be provided to demonstrate that the | 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] and ALC report (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.2) [AS-058]. In
full soil resource can be re-used on site. This should be situ soil horizons are 270-280mm deep for topsoil, 210-250mm
split by soil type and proposed end-use. deep for upper subsoil and 240-480mm deep for lower subsoil
depending on location.
The detailed specification of soil profiles and planting within the
LERMP have not yet been detailed. Requirement 7, Detailed
Design, and Requirement 11, LERMP within the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-139] require details to be submitted to and approved
by the relevant planning authority. Collectively these would
include further details on the design of the earth bank and
specifications in relation to planting and soils.
Appendix | In order to both retain the long term potential of this land | The Outline Soil Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060]
1 and to safeguard all soil resources as part of the overall has been produced based on the surveyed soil types and the Code
sustainability of the whole development, it is important of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites
that the soil is able to retain as many of its many (Defra, 2009). This outlines the best practice to safeguard soil
important functions and services (ecosystem services) as resources during and after construction.
possible. This can be achieved through careful soil
management and appropriate, beneficial soil re-use, with
consideration of how adverse impacts on soils and their
functions can be avoided or minimised.
Appendix | Sustainable soil management should aim to minimise risks | An Outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-
1 to the ecosystem services which soils provide, through 060] has been produced based on the surveyed soil types and the
appropriate site design. Defra has published a Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction
Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of
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Soils on Construction Sites which may be helpful when Sites (Defra, 2009). This outlines the best practice to safeguard soil
setting planning conditions for development sites. It resources during and after construction.

provides advice on the use and protection of soil in
construction projects, including the movement and
management of soil resources, which we strongly
recommend is followed.

Appendix | The British Society of Soil Science has published the The Outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3)
1 Guidance Note Benefitting from Soil Management in [AS- 060], includes the relevant information contained in the
Development and Construction which sets out measures Guidance Note Benefitting from Soil Management in
for the protection of soils within the planning system and Development, which was published after the Outline SMP (App
the development of individual sites, which we also Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] was written.
recommend is followed.
Appendix | We advise that if the development proceeds, the The Outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3)
1 developer uses an appropriately experienced soil [AS-060] stipulates the need for a soil specialist to oversee soil
specialist to advise on, and supervise, soil handling, handling. Particular sections of note are paragraph 4.1.2, section
including identifying when soils are dry enough to be 5.5 and 5.6, Appendix A.2.

handled and how to make the best use of the different
soils on site. All soils should only be handled in a dry and The Outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3)
friable condition, and it is expected that soil handling will Section 5.3 indicates the weather and soil conditions suitable for
be confined to the drier summer period to minimise risk of | soil handling.

soil damage. Soil handling methods should normally be as
specified as in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for | An Outline Soil Management Plan (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) has been
the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites produced based on the surveyed soil types and the Code of
(including accompanying Toolbox Talks). Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites
(Defra, 2009). This outlines the best practice to safeguard soil
resources during and after construction.

Appendix | Chapter 6. Agricultural Land and Soils 1 Introduction, Pg 9, | The Applicant refers to Annex A of the British Standard which

1 bullet 6 - The British Standards pertain to the import or provides recommendations for the stripping and handling of
export of soil, and do not apply to site won soil resources. | topsoil, including information on appropriate weather and soil
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conditions. The Applicant regards considers this best practice as
crucial regardless of whether the soil shall be exported or not.

survey was only undertaken on the maximum area of land
permanently required for the construction, operation and
maintenance of the proposed WWTP and landscape

Appendix | Chapter 6. Agricultural Land and Soils 1 Introduction, Pg 9, | The HS2 methodology is referenced as guidance, and not put
1 bullet 7 - The HS2 Environmental Impact method is not forward as a standard. The Applicant notes that the scoping stage
the standard approach for determining environmental and preparation of the Scoping Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-
impacts on agricultural land (Section 2.2.21). The 080] preceded the publication of the IEMA guidance and so was
methodology presented in ‘A New Perspective on Land not referred to as a reference document.
and Soil in Environmental Impact Assessment (IEMA
2022)’ (as derived from the ICE (2019) EIA Handbook) The IEMA methodology, is however adopted for the assessment of
should be employed, as has been for determining the the loss of soil resources. However, the Applicant notes that the
potential impact on the soil resource (Section 2.2.5) IEMA guidance does not provide a methodology for an impact
assessment on farm businesses (although Table 2, 3 and 4 within
the guidance may be of some relevant the guidance here only
provides criteria for soil resources, not farm businesses). There is
no standard guidance for assessing the impact on farm businesses,
hence the use of the HS2 methodology. The rational for reference
to the HS2 approach is that this has been adopted as a previously
accepted approach and its wider use would have the benefit of
providing parity in assessment between significant schemes.
For agricultural land, the IEMA guidance could be adopted,
recognising that it takes a different approach to assessment than
the HS2 methodology. At the time of assessment, the HS2
methodology was current and well-used, whereas IEMA guidance
had only just been published.
Appendix | Chapter 6. Agricultural Land and Soils 2.3 Study Area - As The Applicant notes that the approach to the ALC survey area is in
1 stated in the comments provided for the PEIR, the ALC alignment with the scoping approach defined within the Scoping

Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-080] and the Scoping Opinion
(App Doc Ref 5.4.4.3) [APP-079].
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masterplan, however the survey did not extend to the
Transfer Zone and the Waterbeach zone. This is made
even more important due to the mapped Midelney and
Adventurers’ 1 soil associations within the Waterbeach
Pipeline route, which are characteristic peat soils. A soil
survey is necessary to accurately identify the extent and
boundary of these peat or peaty soils for the baseline. This
would enable the development design to be suitably
optimised to minimise the potential impacts on these peat
soils, which may be unstable and unsuitable for
development

Appendix | Chapter 6. Agricultural Land and Soils Section 4.2.4 - It is The Applicant notes that the scoping stage and preparation of the

1 inappropriate to determine the sensitivity of the ALC Scoping Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-080] preceded the
grade based on the local prevalence of BMV. The ALC publication of the IEMA guidance and that the assessment phase
system is a national system, therefore the significance applied the HS2 methodology to assess loss of agricultural land
should be determined in the national context. which was current and well-used at this time, whereas IEMA

guidance had only just been published.

The Applicant notes that the IEMA guidance could be adopted,
recognising that it takes a different approach to assessment than
the HS2 methodology and IEMA methodologies would be as
follows: both methods identified significant effects on agricultural
land, although the degree of significance differs (moderate
significance vs major significance). The ‘Temporary loss of
agricultural land from waste water transfer tunnel, and treated
effluent pipelines, the outfall and habitat creation” was assessed as
minor and not significant using HS2 methods, whereas IEMA
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methodology would identify a moderate, significant effect. The
result being that the IEMA approach would result in one additional
significant effect.
The difference in assessment between HS2 and IEMA for
agricultural land is indicated below.
Area of e Impact Significance
scheme e DR magnitude of effect
Loty Medium
HS2 .
(High
Temporary | method
loss of used in prg;@\l/egl:’]edof (57% of land | Minor, not
agricultural the oL is Grade 2 significant
) within a 2km
land from | submitted . (18ha) and,
radius of the .
waste ES considered
ter Proposed | privjand.)
wa Development) ’
transfer
tunnel, and Mi
treated Inor
effluent (T
pipelines, Very high empo'rbalry, Moderate
the outfall IEMA I:)i\_:,eor?loni or large,
and habitat | method (Presence of or more soil significant
creation Grade 2 land) £ - effect
unctions or
soil
volumes)
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Low
HS2 . High
(High
method | ¢ Mod
usedin | Prevalenceo Aoderate,
BMV land (80% of the | significant
the o
Permanent submitted within a 2km land effect
loss of BMV ES radius of the | constitutes
land due to Proposed BMV land)
land Development)
required
for the Major
proposed
WWTP, (Permanent,
access road irreversible
and Very high loss of one Moderate
landscaping IEMA or more soil or large,
proposals method (Presence of | functionsor | significant
Grade 2 land) | soil volumes effect
over an
area of
more than
20ha)
Appendix | Chapter 6. Agricultural Land and Soils Section 4 / Table 5-1 | The approach to assessment is aligned with the Scoping Report
1 - Natural England broadly agree with the significance of (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-080] and Scoping Opinion (App Doc Ref
impact assigned to agricultural land and soils, despite 5.4.4.3) [APP-079].
inappropriate EIA methodology for agricultural land take.
The HS2 methodology is referenced as guidance, and not put
forward as a standard. The Scoping stage preceded the publication
of the IEMA guidance. The IEMA methodology, is however
adopted for the assessment of the loss of soil resources. However,
the IEMA guidance does not provide a methodology for an impact
assessment on farm businesses (although Table 2, 3 and 4 within
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Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

the guidance may be of some relevant the guidance here only
provides criteria for soil resources, not farm businesses). There is
no standard guidance for assessing the impact on farm businesses,
hence the use of the HS2 methodology.

The rational for reference to the HS2 approach is that this has
been adopted as a previously accepted approach and its wider use
would have the benefit of providing parity in assessment between
significant schemes.

For agricultural land, the IEMA guidance could be adopted,
recognising that it takes a different approach to assessment than
the HS2 methodology. The Applicant notes that the scoping stage
and preparation of the Scoping Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-
080] preceded the publication of the IEMA guidance and that the
assessment phase applied the HS2 methodology to assess loss of
agricultural land which was current and well-used at this time,
whereas IEMA guidance had only just been published.

Appendix | Chapter 6. Agricultural Land and Soils Section 4 - Natural The Applicant has amended the outline Soil Management Plan

1 England welcome the re-use of all soil resource on site, (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-060] to take account of peat and peaty
however it is not clear as to the soil balance and the soils in areas of temporary land acquisition. This updated
guantities of soil proposed for reuse in the bund and document has been included in the Applicant's submission at
landscaping. There is no consideration regarding the soil Deadline 1.

handling and mitigation measures potentially required for
peaty and peat soils.
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Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

Appendix
1

Appendix 6.1 - Agricultural Land Classification

Comments provided in March 2022 on the ALC Survey
remain relevant and are repeated below (updated
comments as of July 2023 in italics):

The ALC survey undertaken was in accordance with the
MAFF (1988) Guidelines.

Having reviewed the ALC survey approach and
methodologies, we have the following concerns:

i) It is not clear whether suitably qualified and experienced
individuals have undertaken the survey work (Natural
England note this has now been provided in the ES
Chapter (Chapter 6))

ii) The ALC surveys do not cover the whole project area
iii) Two soil pits were excavated, however three soil types
were identified. A soil pit should be undertaken ideally in
each observed soil type to accurately observe soil
structure and stone content

iv) Details of the structure for each soil type as identified
through a soil pit should be included, as currently, there is
no pit specific information on the structure shape, size
and development.

v) Presence/absence of gleying and SPL not presented

vi) The stone content for each auger is needed to confirm
droughtiness calculations for each point.

Table 3: The soil thickness and volumes are presented on
a per field basis, with a total soil resource of 902,400 m3.
This method does not identify where soil types may vary
within fields. Furthermore, this volume is not consistent

i)

i)

V)

vi)

The outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-060] Table 5- 1
indicates that ALC survey was undertaken within the
proposed WWTP (Appendix A.1, drawing 409071-MMD-
00-XX-GIS-Y-0813) by suitably qualified and experienced
Soil Scientists between 22nd and 26th November 2021.
The Applicant confirms that the approach to the ALC
survey area is in alignment with the scoping approach
defined within the Scoping Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.2)
APP-080] and Scoping Opinion (App Doc Ref 5.4.4.3) [APP-
079].

At the time of undertaking the survey, it appeared that
two soil types were present, however, when analysing field
notes and photographs subsequent to site survey, it was
determined that it was better to present three soil types.
The ALC report (App Doc Ref 5.3.11) [AS-058] will be
updated to include information on soil structure, shape,
size and development. These details were not included in
the first instance as the approach was to include the most
pertinent information without overwhelming the reader
with fine details.

Gleying was included in the table as mottle presence and
colour was reported. The SPL can be calculated based on
the information in the table.

The ALC report (App Doc Ref 5.3.11) [AS-058] shall be
updated to include information on stone content. These
details were not included in the first instance as the
approach was to include the most pertinent information
without overwhelming the reader with fine details.
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with the total site-won material volume identified in Table

2-12 (Chapter 6), which states 167,000 m3 of soil would Regarding the volume of soil and site-won material, at the time of
be derived from the land for the proposed WWTP and writing, excavation areas and design were not finalised. The soil
landscape masterplan. Clarification is required to set out volumes reported were for the surveyed area across the proposed
the soil balance, broken down by each soil type and the WWTP and may not reflect the actual site-won volumes, which
proposed re-use. depend on design.

The detailed specification of soil profiles and planting within the
LERMP have not yet been detailed. Requirement 7, Detailed
Design, and Requirement 11, LERMP within the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-039] require details to be submitted to and approved
by the relevant planning authority. Collectively these would
include further details on the design of the earth bank and
specifications in relation to planting and soils.

Appendix | Appendix 6.3 Outline Soil Management Plan - A detailed The approach to the ALC survey area was completed in alignment

1 soil survey should be undertaken across all land subject to | with the scoping approach defined within the Scoping Report (App
disturbance to inform the soil types, soil handling Doc Ref 5.4.4.2) [APP-080]. This provides a rationale for the survey
methodologies and restoration criteria. areas included in the baseline.

Para 1.1.4 of the outline SMP states that ‘for areas not subject to
detailed soil survey, the desktop study was utilised to inform the
baseline, as such, the soil management measures specified in
Section 5 are applied provided that a soil specialist is present on-
site to monitor key soil management stages, or that a soil
specialist has delivered appropriate training to the Contractor
prior to the commencement of the construction. The controls and
management measures presented in the Outline SMP apply to all
soils within the Scheme Order Limits’.
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Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment

The CoCP Part A (App Doc Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-068] para 7.4.32
includes the following requirement in relation to further survey,
‘Prior to construction, specific measures to protect soils will be set
out in a detailed Soil Management Plan (SMP), based upon the
Outline Soil Management Plan (Appendix 6.3, App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3)
and if required supplemented, by additional survey data’.

The Applicant notes that Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref
2.1) [AS-039] secures the provision of a detailed soil management
plan for each phase of the development, to be submitted and
approved alongside the CEMP for such phase. These will accord
with the requirements of the Outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3).
Through this approval process, the Applicant would agree with the
LPA a monitoring schedule should it be required. The Applicant
therefore considers that Requirement 9 of the draft DCO the
approval of such management plans sufficiently addresses this
comment.

Requirement 8 of the DCO secures compliance with the Code of
Construction Practice. Section 4 of the CoCP Part A para 4.4.4
specifies required plans as part of the overall CEMP.

Appendix
1

Appendix 6.3 Outline Soil Management Plan - Clear
distinction is needed throughout the SMP between the
land under permanent development, landscaping and land
temporarily disturbed as a result of the pipeline
installation — including proposed soil profile
characteristics; and the land under temporary disturbance
which will be restored to pre-development ALC grades.

The Outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] is written as an
Outline SMP, intended to provide a template for detailed SMP
when project design is finalised.

Section 5.2 of the Outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060]
notes that ‘Prior to the commencement of construction there
should be a detailed review of the area required for construction
activity including and assessment of all areas where there will be a
requirement to excavate for the purpose of construction’ and ‘To
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Landscaping and restoration soil profile criteria should be
included.

There needs to be a clear distinction between the soils
being stockpiled in areas undergoing temporary
development and will be restored to baseline conditions;
and the soils being used for landscaping (and soils being
used for the bund).

Soil nutrient levels and the soil balance should be
presented for each soil type intended to be handled, or
each soil type within a field, where appropriate.

The SMP should include the restoration criteria for all land
to be returned to agricultural use, including the ALC grade
and soil properties.

Consideration is required regarding the soil handling and
mitigation measures potentially required for the peat and
buried peat soils.

For the area of permanent development, the SMP should
demonstrate the sustainable, beneficial soil re-use of
potential surplus soil resources.

Plans of the detailed ALC grades should be produced to
inform restoration and allow confirmation that the
current baseline across the Site has been restored.

Applicant’s Response

secure effective delivery of the SMP, the Principal Contractor(s)
must implement it through location-specific construction method
statements. ‘Locations’ will be determined by the Principal
Contractor(s) or their soils specialist depending upon factors...".

The outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] has been written
to inform soil management principles based on soils identified on
site ahead of receiving the precise information on the end use of
soils from specific areas. It should be updated as more information
becomes available. The outline SMP does provide guidance on soil
handling protocols specific to soil profile criteria. Section 5.4
describes restoration criteria for soils to be returned to
agricultural use, including ALC grade and soil properties.

The Applicant notes Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1)
[AS-039] secures the provision of a detailed soil management plan
for each phase of the development, to be submitted and approved
alongside the CEMP for such phase. These will accord with the
requirements of the SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060].

The applicant agrees has updated the Outline SMP (App Doc Ref
5.4.6.3) [AS-060] to include consideration of peat handling. This
updated document is included in the Applicant’s submission at
Deadline 1.

The Outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] refers to the
sustainable reuse of surplus soils as part of the landscape
masterplan as referenced within the LERMP (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066].
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Applicant’s Response

A soil balance should be prepared to identify the potential
surplus of different soil types across the Site and identify
opportunities for the sustainable re-use of this resource
on site.

A figure of the ALC grades on site (as determined by the ALC
survey) has been produced and reported in the ES Vol 3 Book of
Figures Agricultural Land and Soils (App Doc Ref 5.3.6) [AS-049].

Regarding a soil balance, at the time of the assessment,
excavation areas and design were not sufficiently detailed. The
soil volumes reported within the ES Chapter 6 (App Doc Ref 5.2.6)
[AS-024] were for the surveyed area across the land required for
the proposed WWTP and may not reflect the actual site-won
volumes, which depend on design.

The detailed specification of soil profiles and planting within the
LERMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.8.14) [AS-066] have not yet been
determined. Requirement 7, Detailed Design, and Requirement
11, LERMP within the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] require
details to be submitted to and approved by the relevant planning
authority. Collectively these would include further details on the
design of the earth bank and specifications in relation to planting
and soils.

Appendix
1

Appendix 6.3 Outline Soil Management Plan - Natural
England welcome that the soil resources would be re-used
on site. However, this is not clearly reflected in the
Landscape, Ecological and Recreational Management Plan.

Volumes of soil resource to be re-used should be
provided, split into soil type and restoration area, which is
reflected in the Landscape, Ecological and Recreational
Management Plan.

The Outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] refers to the
sustainable reuse of surplus soils as part of the landscape
masterplan as referenced within the LERMP (App Doc Ref
5.4.8.14) [AS-066].

The Applicant also refers to measures relating to the reuse of
materials within the Proposed Development as set out within
CoCP Part A [APP-068], Section 7.9 (Waste management and
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Applicant’s Response

Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment

Clarification should be provided in the SMP on the extent
of soil movement, storage and reuse across the site during
construction and operation.

resource use, Waste minimisation) which requires the
implementation of an approved Materials Management Plan.

The Applicant notes that Requirement 9 of the draft DCO (App
Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures the provision of a Materials
Management Plan for each phase of the development, to be
submitted and approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.

Appendix
1

Appendix 6.3 Outline Soil Management Plan - Figure 5.1
makes reference to the MAFF (2000) Best practice. This
has been superseded by the Institute of Quarrying Good
Practice Guide for Handling Soils in Mineral Workings
(2021).

For restoration to high agricultural quality, the best
practice for soil handling is using the excavator-dump
truck combination in conjunction with the sequential
‘strip” method (Sheets A — D), Institute for Quarrying 2021
Soils Guidance (quarrying.org). This is essential on land to
be restored to agricultural use following temporary
disturbance (i.e. under the pipelines).

To avoid risk of soil damage and compaction, bulldozers
(as currently proposed in the SMP) should not normally be
employed for soil stripping or replacement for soils being
restored. Reference should be made to Sheet K where low
ground pressure bulldozers are to be used during topsaoil
replacement.

Soil depths should be informed by the pre-construction
ALC survey and checked by the Site soil Scientist.

The Applicant confirms that the reference in the Outline SMP (App
Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] has been updated to reflect this
comment. This updated document is included at Deadline 1.

Soil handlin
The Applicant acknowledges the comment in relation to soil

handling and the use of low ground pressure bulldozers. The
Applicant will endeavour to use these methods where feasible
however notes that it is not practicable to apply these methods in
all locations.

Reinstatement of agricultural land

The outline SMP (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060], Section 5.3. Soil
reinstatement and reuse, para 5.4.2 states that the main objective
for the reinstatement of agricultural land is to restore the land to
its original (pre-development) soil quality, as determined by ALC
grade obtained during the pre-construction survey.

The Applicant notes the comments in relation to reinstatement of
the soil profile.
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Applicant’s Response

Reference \ Relevant Representation Comment

The main objective for the reinstatement of agricultural
land is to restore the land to its original (pre-
development) agricultural quality, as determined by ALC
grade and soil characteristics obtained during the pre-
construction survey. This is primarily achieved by ensuring
that the full soil profile is reinstated in the correct
sequence of horizons to the right depths, and in a state
where good soil profile drainage and plant root
development are achieved; and by ensuring that the
reinstatement works cause minimum damage to soil
structure.

mechanism should be employed if the criteria are not hit,
i.e. where a box gets a red cross, the works must not
proceed until the box can be checked off. Cross
referencing to the SMP or guidance would be useful here,
particularly with regards to ‘has the appropriate
equipment been selected’

3. Topsoil stripping — has topsoil stripping depth ‘and
location’ been defined...

7. Sourcing and importing soil — Will this occur on this
site?

8. Topsoil manufacture— Will this occur on this site?

Appendix | Appendix 6.3 Outline Soil Management Plan 5.3.21 - The Applicant has amended the outline soil management plan

1 Topsoil stockpiles should be no higher than 3 m as per the | (App Doc Ref 5.4.6.3) [AS-060] to take account of stockpile heights
Defra comments. This updated document is included in the Applicant’s
Construction Code. The Subsoil can be stored no higher submission at Deadline 1.
than 5 m.

Appendix | Appendix 6.3 Outline Soil Management Plan A.2 - The The Applicant notes the comments in relation to the checklist and

1 Operations Checklists are welcomed, however a ‘stop’ confirms a stop mechanism can be included.

3. Similar to previous responses the Applicant confirms that the
level of detail in relation to topsoil stripping is not yet developed
to this level of detail and that detailed SMP will be prepared
including these details.

The Applicant notes that Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref
2.1) [AS-139] secures the provision of a Soil Management Plan for
each phase of the development, to be submitted and approved
alongside the CEMP for such phase. The detailed plans shall
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response

9. Soil Aftercare. Need to confirm the ALC Grade has been | accord with the requirements of the outline SMP (App Doc Ref
suitably restored, where applicable, with reference to pre- | 5.4.6.3) [APP-060].

construction ALC survey results.
7. The Applicant confirms its intent to develop the Proposed
Development to re-use and incorporate site won soils.

8. The Applicant does not expect topsoil manufacture to be
required.

9. The Applicant refers to section 5.5 of the outline SMP (App Doc
Ref 5.4.6.3) [APP-060] which acknowledges soil aftercare.

Appendix | ES Vol 3 Book of Figures Agricultural Land and Sails - The Applicant confirms that the Figures have been updated within
1 Figures 6.5 and 6.6: Subsoil nutrient map: Mg and P; and Application document reference 5.3.6 Figures Agricultural land
Figures 6.8 and 6.9 Topsoil nutrient map: Mg and P. and soils (App Doc 5.3.6) [AS-049].

However extractable potassium ranges displayed in
extraction method box
Are Figures 6.1 and 6.15 replicates?

Table 3-14: Network Rail (RR-017)

Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
As the Promoter proposes to compulsorily acquire land and | The Applicant has included protective provisions for the
rights to be exercised in close proximity to the Railway benefit of Network Rail within the draft Order and is liaising
(including in particular new rights in, restrictive covenants with Network Rail on the detail of these provisions and
over and temporary possession of Railway line and those associated asset protection arrangements.

rights below the subsoil) Network Rail wishes to object to
the making of the Order on the basis that the rights sought
will interfere with the safe and efficient operation of the
Railway.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

In order for Network Rail to be in a position to withdraw its
objection Network Rail will require adequate protective
provisions and/or requirements to be included within the
Order and obligations on the Promoter to ensure that the
new rights sought are exercised in regulated manner to
prevent adverse impacts to the Railway.

We note that the Promoter has proposed protective
provisions for the benefit of Network Rail within the draft
Order, so the principle of this approach is not anticipated
to be anissue. In the absence of such protection for the
benefit of Network Rail so that it can ensure there is no risk
to the rail network, there is a real likelihood that execution
of the Scheme would be seriously detrimental to the
Railway undertaking.

Applicant’s Response

Table 3-15: Historic England (RR-014)

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Historic England’s primarily concern is to ensure that the
historic environment is adequately and appropriately
considered within the submitted ES, and that any concerns
we have previously raised have been addressed. Likewise,
that the DCO is worded to ensure appropriate mitigation
for the historic environment and the dissemination of the
result. Our full written representation will therefore make
further, detail comment with regards to the impact of the
scheme upon.

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant notes Historic England’s concern in relation to
how the historic environment is adequately and appropriately
considered. The Applicant refers to the ES Chapter 13 Historic
Environment (App Doc Ref 5.2.13) [AS-031] and confirms that
appropriate mitigation is secured through the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [APP-039]. In particular, Requirement 8, which secures
compliance with the CoCP. The Applicant refers to the CoCP
Part A, 7.3 Historic Environment, which requires an
Archaeological Investigation Mitigation Strategy (AIMS) to be
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

produced in line with an archaeological brief which will be
issued by the Cambridgeshire Historic Environment before
works commence.

The Applicant will seek to engage with Historic England in
relation to further representations and will record
agreements within the SoCG.

Table 3-16: Conservators of the River Cam (RR-023)

Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Under these current plans, Anglian Water propose to
create an outfall into the river as well as creating two
transfer tunnels beneath the river Cam. The Conservators
are concerned that this project will affect the ability of the
Conservancy to adequately fulfil its statutory
responsibilities of navigation for this stretch of water
during the construction process and that both the short
and long term consequence of the project may negatively
impact the river, its banks, its ecology and the navigation of

its users.

Applicant’s Response

The ES Chapter 2 Project Description (App Doc Ref 5.2.2) [AS-
034] and the Design Plan — Sewer Tunnels and Longitudinal
Sections (App Doc Ref 4.12) [APP-026] and the Design Plans —
Outfall & Effluent Storm Pipeline Plans Final Effluent
Longitudinal Section (App Doc Ref 4.13) [APP-027] explain the
crossings underneath the river Cam.

The Application includes proposals for the following.

One transfer tunnel from the site of the existing Cambridge
WWTP to the proposed WWTP. This would pass at a
depth of approximately 10m below the river Cam
(Design Plans — Outfall & Effluent Storm Pipeline Plans
Final Effluent Longitudinal Section) (App Doc Ref 4.13)
[APP-027] and not interfere with the bed, banks or
byelaw margin of the river Cam.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

One storm and one treated effluent pipeline passing from the
proposed WWTP to the proposed outfall location on the
east bank of the river Cam.

The Waterbeach Pipelines which cross underneath the river
Cam at two locations one of which is not within the area
covered by the Conservancy. These do not interfere
with the bed, banks or byelaw margin of the river Cam.

The Applicant has engaged with the conservators in relation to
the following matters.

° The siting and design of the proposed Final Effluent
Outfall

The construction of the proposed Final Effluent Outfall
including the timing of these works and maintaining a
navigable width

Measures incorporated into the Final Effluent Outfall and
riverbank protection works either side of the proposed
outfall including a design to encourage regrowth of
marginal vegetation

In relation to navigation the CoCP Part B Section 3.1 requires
that the usable width of the river will be narrowed for no more
than 4 months and remain navigable to all permitted users. It
also states that an outfall management plan will be prepared
prior to construction setting out all measures in relation to the
management and monitoring of the outfall.
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Reference

Relevant Representation Comment

Applicant’s Response

Requirement 10 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] states
that any works within the area of Works Plan 32 must be
carried out in accordance with the approved construction
outfall management and monitoring plan.

Table 3-17: Environment Agency (RR-013)

Reference
Water
Resources

Relevant Representation Comment

Please note that the text included in Appendix 20.5 and
20.6 of the Environmental Statement appears to have
been mixed up. The submitted Flood Risk Assessment
(Appendix 20.1 of the Environmental Statement) refers
to fluvial modelling presented in Appendix 20.5 (entitled
Fluvial Model Report). However, the Fluvial Model
Report provides details of the 3D velocity mixing model,
while Appendix 20.6 (entitled 3D Velocity Mixing Model)
provides details of the fluvial modelling undertaken to
inform the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). We have
therefore referred to Appendix 20.6 instead of Appendix
20.5 in our comments below. Issue 1.1 Potential increase
in flood risk to third party land and properties.

Applicant’s Response

The Applicant acknowledges that Appendices 20.5 and 20.6 are
incorrectly named and that the content of each has effectively

been swapped. The Applicant confirms that this correction has

been made and provided as follows.

ES Chapter 20 Appendix 20.5 Fluvial Modelling Report (App Doc
Ref 5.4.20.5) [AS-113]

ES Chapter 20 Appendix 20.6 3D Velocity Mixing Report (App
Doc Ref 5.4.20.6) [AS-114]
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Water Issue 1.1. The Fluvial Model Report included in Appendix | The Applicant acknowledges that the fluvial flood model report
Resources 20.6 of the Environmental Statement presents the modelling included in Appendix 20.5 of ES Chapter 20 Velocity
results of hydraulic modelling undertaken to assess the mixing model (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.5) [AS-115] shows an increase
impact of the proposed outfall discharge into the River in flood level of 22mm for the 1 in 2 year event (Appendix A,
Cam on local flood levels in the River Cam. This Table A.1). This is also referenced in Appendix 20.1 of the Flood
modelling indicates that there will be increases in flood Risk Assessment ES Chapter 20 Flood Risk Assessment (App Doc
levels up to 22mm downstream of the outfall during Ref 5.4.20.1) [APP-151].
smaller magnitude flood events. The FRA included in
Appendix 20.1 of the Environmental Statement has not Within the fluvial flood model of Appendix 20.5 (App Doc Ref
assessed the potential impact of this increase in flood 5.4.20.5) [AS-115], Figure B.1 of Appendix B shows the 1 in 2
levels on local flood risk, including any receptors (i.e. year flood extents. This shows flooding to be contained within
potential increase in flood extents and depths). channel for both existing and proposed outfall. Receptors
Adequate mitigation needs to be provided to prevent within the flood plain would not be impacted.
any increase in flood risk elsewhere for all flood events,
up to and including the ‘design flood’ (i.e. the 1% annual | As the flood levels are maintained in-channel in the 1 in 2 year
probability event, including an appropriate allowance for | event, receptors within the flood plain would not be impacted
climate change). by the modelled 22mm increase in flood level and therefore no
mitigation is required.
The updated River Cam Urban model (JBA, 2022) has been
recently supplied by the Environment Agency. Hydraulic
modelling is being rerun, and the FRA will be updated with new
results shared with the Environment Agency and a revised FRA
will be submitted at Deadline 3.
Water Issue 1.2. Insufficient information provided to allow us to | Appendix 20.1 Flood Risk Assessment (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.1)
Resources determine whether the hydraulic model is fit for purpose | [APP-151] submitted makes use of the outputs reported in the

Hydraulic modelling has been undertaken as part of the
FRA (Appendix 20.1 of the Environmental Statement) to
assess the impact of the proposed discharge into the

Fluvial Model Report ES Chapter 20 - Appendix 20.5 - Fluvial
Model Report (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.5) [AS-113] and Mixing
Model Report ES - Chapter 20 - Appendix 20.6 3D - Velocity
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Relevant Representation Comment

River Cam on local flood risk. As the model files have
only recently been provided to us for review, we have
not had sufficient time to review the model and
determine whether it is acceptable for the purpose of
this DCO.
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Applicant’s Response

mixing model (App Doc Ref 5.4.20.6) [AS-114], of which the
former relies on the use of a hydrodynamic model obtained
from the Environment Agency. The Environment Agency have
raised a concern that the fluvial model provided to the
Applicant dates from 2013 and that the use of it has not been
reviewed in relation to completion of a site specific Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA).

The Environment Agency advised that an updated
hydrodynamic model of the river Cam would be available from
them at the end of September 2023 and this could be used to
complete updated fluvial modelling. The updated model was
received by the Applicant in mid October 2023. The Applicant
confirms that fluvial modelling will be rerun using the
September 2023 model and an updated model and Fluvial
Model Report will be shared with the EA for review at Deadline
3. The FRA will be updated and shared with the EA, Natural
England and the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA). It is
anticipated that this would be no later than Deadline 4.

Groundwater
protection
and
contamination

Groundwater Protection and Contamination

Issue 1.3 — Insufficient preliminary assessment and
analysis. There is further clarification, justification and
information that needs to be supplied to demonstrate
that there will be no detrimental impact on groundwater.

Appendix 14.1: Preliminary Risk Assessment, 5.4.14.1,
April 2023

We are generally satisfied with this report and in
agreement with the conclusions and recommendations.

The Applicant confirms that the extent of the Waterbeach WRC
is included in the assessment but not brought to CSM.

The Envirocheck report provided is for the existing Cambridge
WWTP. Envirocheck reports were procured and reviewed for
the remainder of the Proposed Development but not appended.
The Applicant has amended the appendix and it is included as
part of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1. The Applicant
has provided these to the Environment Agency in advance of
this amendment.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
However, it is not clear why the conceptual site model
and preliminary qualitative risk assessment (PRA) make With respect to the query regarding previous reports listed in
no reference to the Waterbeach Water Recycling Centre | the reference, the Applicant has updated the Appendices to
(WRC). In addition, previous reports are referenced but Chapter 14 Land Quality (App Doc Ref 5.2.14) [AS-032] and now
not provided, and the ENVIROCHECK report covers only includes the following.
part of the area within the Scheme Order Limits.
Appendix 14.6 Groundwater Investigation Waterbeach (App Doc
Ref 5.4.14.6). [AS-095]
Appendix 14.7 Ground Investigations Report Cambridge WWTP
(App Doc Ref 5.4.14.7) [AS-136a]
Appendix 14.8 Ground Investigations Report B Cambridge
WWTP (App Doc Ref 5.4.14.8) [AS-096]
Appendix 14.9 Preliminary Ground Investigation Factual Report
Cambridge WWTP (App Doc Ref 5.4.14.9) [AS-097]
Appendix 14.10 Geotechnical Interpretative Report (App Doc
Ref 5.4.14.10) [AS-098]
Groundwater | Appendix 14.3 Geoenvironmental Results proposed The Applicant notes the comments. A higher resolution
protection WWTP, 5.4.14.3, April 2023 document has been provided by the Applicant.
and

contamination

We are unable to make sense of the soil analysis results.
In addition, accreditation information has not been
supplied and there is therefore a potential question mark
over the robustness of the results. The measured
concentrations of contaminants within leachate samples
are unlikely to pose an unacceptable risk to controlled
waters. However, if the U in the accreditation column
indicates an unaccredited method, then there is a
potential question mark about the robustness of the
results. The groundwater analysis, taken overall, are not

The Applicant notes that leachate results do have some
accreditation details provided (U indicates the test is UKAS
accredited) and a lot of results are accredited although there are
exceptions. Soil results are in the most part both UKAS and
MCERTS accredited. Again, there will always be exceptions for
certain determinants but the overall level of accreditation is
sufficiently robust to provide information for the ES.

Accreditation is contained on the lab sheets provided as part of
the ground investigation factual reports provided as follows.
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indicative of widespread gross groundwater
contamination. However, no accreditation information
has been supplied, and the uncertainty about the
magnitudes of impacts to groundwater from Cr Il should
be addressed. In addition, there was no testing for MTBE
or pesticides even those were identified as potential
contaminants within the PRA.
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Applicant’s Response

Appendix 14.6 Groundwater Investigation Waterbeach (App Doc
Ref 5.4.14.6). [AS-095]

Appendix 14.7 Ground Investigations Report Cambridge WWTP
(App Doc Ref 5.4.14.7) [AS-136b]

Appendix 14.8 Ground Investigations Report B Cambridge
WWTP (App Doc Ref 5.4.14.8) [AS-096]

Appendix 14.9 Preliminary Ground Investigation Factual Report
Cambridge WWTP (App Doc Ref 5.4.14.9) [AS-097]

Appendix 14.10 Geotechnical Interpretative Report (App Doc
Ref 5.4.14.10) [AS-098]

With regards to MTBE, it is acknowledged that this contaminant
was identified as a potential contaminant of concern in the PRA,
but no MTBE testing of water has been undertaken to date. It is
noted that MTBE would be expected to be found in association
with hydrocarbons, of which none were recorded in
groundwater. It is noted that the MTBE sources on site are very
low risk (i.e a diffuse source from highways) rather than more
significant sources such as fuel filling stations. Given the lack of
petrol range hydrocarbons identified by groundwater analyses,
it is suggested that this can be used as an effective proxy for the
absence of significant MTBE contamination. Should petroleum
hydrocarbon contamination be encountered (e.g. in
construction monitoring) then further work to assess its source
and associated contaminants can be undertaken.

It is acknowledged that pesticides may be associated with
agricultural land and can be found in low concentrations in
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Applicant’s Response

groundwater through infiltration of rainwater through shallow
soils. In this area, which comprises agricultural land (rather than
any manufacture or storage of pesticides), it is more likely to
occur as widespread diffuse very low concentration pollution
source. Pesticides will naturally degrade in the environment,
and, where associated with diffuse sources, may be found in the
Chalk in the 0.1ug/I to 1ug/l range. The Proposed Development
would not be expected to alter the groundwater regime in the
majority of the study area. Given the above pesticides were
discounted as a contaminant of concern in the site investigation.

Ammonia was not tested as total concentrations in soils but
ammoniacal nitrogen has been tested in groundwater and soil
leachate samples which provide and indicator of the severity of
such contamination. Importantly, the current testing for
ammoniacal nitrogen, provides information on risks to
controlled waters which is the principal pollutant linkage for
ammonia. These data will be used in informing the detailed
materials management plans (MMP). The CoCP Part A (App Doc
Ref 5.4.2.1) [APP-079], Section 7.9 (Waste management and
resource use, Waste minimisation) which requires the
implementation of an approved Materials Management Plan.

The Applicant notes that Requirement 9 of the dDCO (App Doc
Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures the provision of a Materials
Management Plan for each phase of the development, to be
submitted and approved alongside the CEMP for such phase.
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Reference Relevant Representation Comment Applicant’s Response
Requirement 8 of the dDCO (App Doc Ref 2.1) [AS-139] secures
compliance with the Code of Construction Practice.
Groundwater | Appendix 14.4 Geoenvironmental Results Waterbeach, Site investigation data from the land required for the proposed
protection 5.4.14.4, April 2023 WWTP and Transfer tunnel was screened and is presented in
and the ES Chapter 14, Land Quality (App Doc Ref 5.2.14) [AS-032].

contamination

The concentrations of cont