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Our view (as set out in our response to the first round of consultation) remains that the 
Cambridge Waste Water Treatment Plant (CWWTP) should remain at its current location. 
Our main reasons are as follows: 

• There is no operational necessity to move the plant. CWWTP recently underwent a 
£21 million upgrade intended to future-proof it “for decades to come” 
(https://www.waterbriefing.org/home/company-news/item/9110-£21m-upgrade-
for-anglian-water’s-cambridge-water-recycling-centre). The only reason to move the 
plant is to make its current location available for development. 

• We strongly oppose the proposed development of North East Cambridge. We have 
set out our reasons in detail here: 
https://southcambs.greenparty.org.uk/news/north-east-cambridge-development-
our-response.html. In addition to the fundamentally unsustainable nature of growth 
in this region, the development will worsen the housing shortage in Cambridge by 
creating more jobs than homes (8,000 homes and 20,000 jobs according to the Draft 
Area Action Plan). 

• The move will involve the destruction of Green Belt. The first consultation made a 
clear case that there are no suitable non-Green Belt sites for the WWTP to move to. 

• There will be a large and totally avoidable carbon cost associated with building the 
new site and with decommissioning the existing plant. 

 
If the relocation does go ahead, it will be essential that effective mitigation of the impacts is 
achieved. We are therefore using this consultation to raise some key points we believe to be 
important. We leave it to others, notably the Save Honey Hill group, to engage with the fine 
detail of this consultation. 
 
What environmental issues relating to the relocation project are most important to you?  
Clearly, all of the issues listed in the consultation document will be negatively impacted at 
the new site. It can be argued that a sewage works will have some degree of negative 
impact wherever it is located, but there are several reasons why a move to Honey Hill would 
increase the overall negative impacts of the CWWTP compared to its current location. These 
are an inevitable result of moving the works from its current location in an industrial estate 
on the edge of Cambridge (where there has been a water treatment works for 125 years) 
into a rural area. 
• Local ecology and biodiversity: the relocation will destroy habitats and disturb wildlife. 

The area proposed for development is currently arable farmland. Although it is not a 
designated wildlife site, local people report significant wildlife in the area (including 
species protected by UK law), such as roe deer, badgers, foxes, voles, bats, and many 
species of birds and invertebrates. Once the plant is operational, disturbance will be 
ongoing with noise and night time illumination, which can impact bats and other 
nocturnal wildlife. The ambition to create new habitats as part of the project is welcome. 
However, the mitigation hierarchy prioritises avoidance of harm over mitigation, and all 



 

harm could be avoided by cancelling this unnecessary project. Furthermore, the site is 
within the Wicken Fen Visioni area and within one of the priority areas for nature 
identified by the Wildlife Trusts and Cambridge Past, Present and Future in their 
Cambridge Nature Network reportii. The proposed development would therefore reduce 
the opportunities for future enhancement of the natural environment. 

• Landscape and views: the proposed relocation would mean the introduction of large 
industrial structures into a rural area. This is a very flat landscape and no amount of 
screening will fully disguise the proposed structures – particularly the two 26m high 
anaerobic digestors. The project represents significant destruction of the Cambridge 
Green Belt and could potentially open up further development in the area. 

• Climate change: whatever the design options chosen, there will be a huge carbon cost 
associated with building the new site and with decommissioning the existing plant. 
Furthermore, the purpose of this project is to allow the NE Cambridge development to 
go ahead, which will also have immense and ongoing carbon costs. 

• Flood risk and water quality: The proposed relocation increases the risk to water quality 
because Honey Hill is located within Cambridge’s chalk groundwater catchment. This 
poses a risk of groundwater contamination in the principal aquifer. Conversely, the 
current CWWTP is located on gault clay, an impermeable rock type.iii 

• Local amenity: unlike Cowley Road industrial estate (where the CWWTP is currently 
located), the proposed new location is a popular recreational area for local people. 
Honey Hill is easy to get to from the city and is particularly valued by Cambridge 
residents as a pleasant area for recreation, dog walking and cycling, with wide open 
views across the countryside. 
 

What other opportunities for improved recreation for the local community to access the 
site area and surrounding countryside would you like us to consider?  
Given that (as mentioned above) there are already well-used rights of way in the area, the 
proposed changes must be seen as mitigation of negative impacts rather than as 
improvements. Many people who currently visit Honey Hill for recreation would be put off 
by the smell from the new treatment plant, especially given that the new ‘proposed 
pedestrian access’ (shown on page 12 of the consultation booklet) is within the area most 
affected by odour. The suggested new bridleway (running along the old railway) is outside 
of the project area and it is not clear how Anglian Water would be able to deliver this. This 
leaves the existing rights of way network, parts of which will also be affected by odour to 
some degree. We conclude that the proposed relocation will have a major negative impact 
on recreational opportunities, regardless of any ‘improved’ access. 
 
What opportunities would you like to see on offer at the proposed new Discovery Centre 
and why?  
While we support the aims of educating children and the wider public about the importance 
of water, Honey Hill is not an appropriate location for a discovery centre. The main mode of 
transport to the centre is likely to be motor vehicles (dedicated parking is mentioned in the 
consultation), increasing the environmental footprint and local impacts of the site. The aims 
could be better met by providing online resources, or possibly by building a discovery centre 
at the current site on Cowley Road where it would be more accessible from the city. 
 



 

We have chosen not to respond to the questions regarding visual impacts. Since this 
application is still at consultation stage, we think it is inappropriate to be distracting people 
with such questions, when there are so many major issues to be discussed. 
 
Please provide any further comments on our landscape proposals, including any other 
local proposals you would like to see our landscaping support. 
We are very concerned that the £227 million budget awarded to Anglian Water by central 
government for the relocation is insufficient to deliver the proposed project. If the money 
does run out, presumably the priority will be to deliver an operational plant and the 
mitigation proposals will be dropped. We would like to see cost forecasts from Anglian 
Water for each stage of the project, and contingency plans explaining how the agreed 
mitigation will be delivered in the event of a budget shortfall. 
 
Which of our proposed permanent access route options do you think is the most suitable 
for the relocation project and why? 
Anglian Water’s modelling predicts 146 HGV movements daily, plus light vehicle traffic, once 
the plant is operational. This will have a significant impact on local communities.  
Option 3 (a new junction on the A14) is strongly preferred by local people as it minimises 
disruption to the existing road network. We therefore support Option 3. 
Option 2 has clear disadvantages, including a large carbon footprint and greater disruption 
to residential properties, and should be ruled out. Option 1B appears to have some benefits, 
including minimising new road construction and having minimal impact on active travel 
routes. However, local people have made it clear that sending HGVs along the village roads 
is unacceptable.  
As a more general point, it is important to note that transport planning in Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough is being significantly overhauled by the new Combined Authority Mayor. 
Traffic implications of major developments such as this will need to be assessed in the 
context of the emerging plans.  
 
What opportunities would you like to see us explore in our plans for the relocation project 
to deliver public value and promote collaborative opportunities? 
Anglian Water is making much of the concept that the relocation will be an opportunity to 
deliver a “state of the art” new facility. What is not made clear is what improvements the 
new site will deliver compared to the existing site on Cowley Road. In 2014, Anglian Water 
launched a £21 million upgrade of the Cowley Road siteiv. According to the PR, this upgrade 
“future-proofed the site for decades to come”, improved the generation of energy and 
biosolids, and involved installation of “extremely energy efficient” new equipment.v  
We would like to see a side-by-side comparison of the environmental performance of the 
proposed new plant with the existing one, to include the quality of water returned to the 
environment, risk of pollution events during storm flow, operational carbon footprint, odour 
control etc. It should also be made clear what improvements could be made at the current 
location. In the absence of a very clear case that the relocation would enable significant 
improvements to the plant which could not be delivered at its current location, it appears 
that best value for public money would be achieved by leaving the plant where it is. 
 
Are there any other measures that you would like us to explore for the project to support 
climate change resilience? 



 

We would like to see modelling comparing the resilience of the proposed new CWWTP into 
the future with the resilience of the current plant (taking into account improvements that 
could be made without relocation). 
 
Based on the information provided in our consultation material, overall how supportive 
are you of our emerging proposals for a new facility at our selected site north of the A14? 
Strongly oppose. 

 
i https://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/wicken-fen-nature-reserve/features/wicken-fen-vision  
ii http://cambridgenaturenetwork.org  
iii https://twitter.com/greenarteries/status/1306115255639183361/photo/1  
ivhttps://wateractive.co.uk/news/21_million_investment_at_water_recycling_centre_to_support_citys_econo
my_and_growth  
v https://environmentjournal.online/articles/cambridges-water-recycling-centre-looks-future/  


