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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE

1. My name is George Crutcher. I am a Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute

and hold a post-graduate Diploma in Urban Design from Oxford Brookes University.

2. I was employed as a planning officer in a senior capacity in Local Government for

over 30 years.

3. Most recently I was Policy and Regeneration Manager for South Bedfordshire District

Council with responsibility for, amongst other things, the preparation of

development plans, economic development and rural planning. During my

employment at South Bedfordshire, and subsequently, I was Chairman of the

Chiltern Conservation Board’s Technical Panel and Environment Forum.

4. I left South Bedfordshire in 2006 and now undertake planning work in a private

capacity on a freelance basis.
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

5. This proof of evidence assesses the proposed development against relevant National

and Local Planning Policy and Guidance and considers whether, in the context of the

policies and guidance in these sources, the proposal represents sustainable

development.

6. It identifies the adverse impacts the proposed development would have, were it to

be permitted, on Fulbourn and its community in terms of the landscape setting of

the village, and the biodiversity, recreational and cultural value of the site. It

considers these against the benefits of an addition of up to 110 dwellings (and up to

33 affordable housing units) to the 5 year and overall supply of market and

affordable housing.

7. It considers the low lying nature of the site, the high water table and the condition of

the site in winter and during times of high rainfall, and the technical difficulties of

preparing it for built development in the context of the timing of delivery of

completed housing on the site.

8. It describes the valuable role the appeal site plays, in its undeveloped state, in the

life of the village and its community, the contribution it makes to village amenity and

its use by village residents and sets out the reasons why it should be designated a

Local Green Space. It assesses the objections to that designation in the submitted

South Cambridgeshire Local Plan currently before the Examination Inspector.

9. It includes an evaluation of other sites around Fulbourn village which might be

considered to have potential for LGS designation.

10. The evidence will demonstrate that the adverse impacts of granting planning

permission in this case significantly outweigh the benefits.



3

SOURCES

11. As well as National Planning Policy and Guidance the following sources have been used

to identify relevant policy, guidance and information.

I. South Cambridgeshire District Core Strategy DPD 2007.

II. South Cambridgeshire District Development Control Policies DPD 2007.

III. South Cambridgeshire District Site Specific Policies DPD 2009.

IV. South Cambridgeshire District Submission Local Plan 2011-31.

V. South Cambridgeshire District Development Affecting Conservation Areas

SPD 2009.

VI. South Cambridgeshire District Biodiversity DPD 2009.

VII. South Cambridgeshire District Landscape and New Development SPD 2010.

VIII. South Cambridgeshire District Fulbourn Conservation Area Appraisal 2007

(Adopted 2008).

IX. Strategic Housing Market Assessment for the Cambridge Housing Sub-Region,

2013.

X. Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment -South Cambs District Council,

2013.

XI. Population, Housing and Employment Technical Report, Cambridgeshire

County Council, 2013.

XII. South Cambridgeshire District and Cambridge City Monitoring Reports.

XIII. Representations to the South Cambridgeshire District Submission Local Plan

2011-31.

XIV. South Cambridgeshire District Council submissions to the Local Plan

Examination.

XV. South Cambridgeshire Local Plan Schedule of Proposed Modifications, March

2016.

XVI. National Landscape Character Area Profile 87: East Anglian Chalk. Natural

England 2014.

XVII. The State of England’s Chalk Rivers (Environment Agency, Natural England

and UK BAP Steering Group) 2004

XVIII. The State of England’s Chalk Streams (World Wildlife Fund) 2014
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BACKGROUND

12. At both pre-application and application stage a number of Fulbourn village and

community groups, organisations and individuals - including Fulbourn Parish Council

- submitted representations and objections to the proposed development to the

applicant’s agents and South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC).

13. When the appeal against refusal of planning permission was made, the various local

bodies and individuals who had objected to the proposed development at

application stage took the decision to combine, under the name of Fulbourn Parish,

and pool their resources and expertise to support SCDC’s decision to refuse to grant

permission, and the reasons for it, at appeal.

14. I was appointed to assist Fulbourn Parish in April 2016.
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THE APPEAL PROPOSAL

15. The appeal proposal is for the development of two fields on the northern edge of

Fulbourn with up to 110 dwellings, landscape /public open space areas, one point of

access and associated infrastructure. Access to the development for vehicles is

proposed to be taken from Teversham Road, west of the appeal site. All other

matters are proposed to be dealt with as reserved matters.

16. The application form makes no reference to the provision of affordable housing as

part of the proposed development, although the Planning Statement submitted with

the application states, at paragraph 3.6, that a proportion of the housing will be

affordable. The number and mix would be dealt with at S106 stage, subject to a

viability assessment. This would take into account what the statement refers to as

“abnormal site development costs”. Subsequently offers of 20% and later 30%

affordable housing were made by agents acting for the appellant.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

17. The appeal site comprises two open fields of unequal size on the northern edge of

the built up area of Fulbourn village, together with a smaller “garden” area to the

south of the western field. Also shown bounded with a red line on the site location

plan submitted with the application is a small area of land on the corner of Cow Lane

and Cox’s Drove, Fulbourn, separate from the main part of the appeal site. In total

the site is 6.85 hectares in extent.

18. Fulbourn is a large, “fen edge” village some 7 kilometres east of the centre of

Cambridge. The site is separated from the wider countryside to the north by the

Cambridge – Newmarket single track railway line.

19. The two larger fields were formerly in arable production but have not been

cultivated for many years. They are separated by a chalk stream – the Fulbourn –

along which is an overgrown hedgerow. The southern boundary of the two fields

coincides with the transition between the higher, drier, ground to the south, on

which Fulbourn village is built, and the lower, wetter, fen to the north.

20. The smaller, western field is bounded on its southern side by a belt of mature trees

beyond which is the “garden” and the areas of built development on the northern

side of Cow Lane. To the west are residential properties fronting Teversham Road

and an open area through which a field gate gives access to the site. On the southern

boundary of this field is a drain which flows in an easterly direction to join the

Fulbourn close to the point where the latter emerges into the site.

21. On the northern side of the western field are the well treed gardens of residential

properties on Teversham Road and a small industrial estate served via a narrow,

metalled, access way - Breckenwood Road. Adjacent to and east of the industrial

estate, within the appeal site, is an area of mature, deciduous trees.

22. The larger, eastern field is bounded on its northern side by the railway line. On its

eastern side are the remains of an outgrown hedgerow and Cox’s Drove, a partially

metalled lane which serves a number of industrial and commercial units and a

number of substantial residential properties. Beyond these Cox’s Drove becomes a

trackway which affords access, via a level pedestrian crossing, to the cultivated fields

to the north of the railway line.
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23. To the south of the site is a small area of public open space, the Poor Well, a well

treed area of wet ground and spring fed ponds which are one of the sources of the

Fulbourn. To the west of this is a surfaced sloping area known variously as the Horse

Pond or Cart Pond, built in 1887 by Cambridge Water Company as a cart wash. A cast

iron stand pipe remains nearby. Poor Well, the Horse Pond and properties to the

west, together with the “garden” area of the appeal site, are within the Fulbourn

Conservation Area.

24. Adjacent and to the east of Poor Well are the gardens of a number of residential

properties on the northern side of Cow Lane.

25. The two fields which make up the bulk of the appeal site have been colonised by a

variety of grasses and self-set wild plants. The wetter areas of the eastern field

support a small reed bed.

26. The “garden” area to the south of the western field has a different character. It is

part of the site of the former Fulbourn Pumping Station which survives to the east,

now converted to office use. The garden is overgrown but contains a pond and a

number of ornamental trees and shrubs, some of which can be seen from outside

the site.

27. Overall the site is flat and level at or about 10m above Ordnance Datum.

28. The built up area of Fulbourn Village lies to the west, south and east of the appeal

site. This includes the Ida Darwin Hospital at the extreme western end of the village

beyond which are Cherry Hinton and the outskirts of Cambridge.

29. Beyond the built up area of the village to the north and east is open countryside

made up, for the most part, of large, arable fields under intensive cultivation.
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PLANNING STATUS OF THE APPEAL SITE AND PLANNING HISTORY

30. Part of the appeal site, the “garden”, is within the Fulbourn Conservation Area and

lies within the Fulbourn Development Framework boundary as defined in the

Adopted Local Development Framework. The remainder of the appeal site is

unallocated in the Development Plan. It was part of the general extent of the

Cambridgeshire Green Belt provided for in the Cambridgeshire Structure Plan until

the late 1980s when detailed green belt boundaries were defined as part of the

preparation of a Local Plan and it was removed from the green belt.

31. In 1987 an outline application was made for residential development of the site. The

application was subsequently withdrawn. Apart from the current application there

have been no other applications on the site since the withdrawal of the 1987

application.
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REVIEW OF NATIONAL AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE

32. Fulbourn Parish’s case at this Inquiry relates to the importance of the appeal site, in

its open state, to the village and community of Fulbourn; why it is rightly proposed as

a Local Green Space; and why the benefits of residential development are

outweighed by adverse impacts.

33. The importance of the site is made up of a number of components: the contribution

the site makes to the landscape setting of the village and its Conservation Area and

identified heritage assets; its biodiversity value in terms of its varied flora and fauna,

its habitats and the range of species it supports; its ecological potential; and the

recreational and educational opportunities it offers.

34. There are many policy references to, and much guidance on, these matters in the

National Planning Policy Framework, Planning Policy Guidance and adopted and

emerging Local Plans, Development Plan Documents and Supplementary Planning

Guidance. The main references are given below.

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK AND PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE

35. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning

policies for England, how they are to be applied, and what sustainable development

in England means in practice for the planning system. It explains that there are three,

mutually dependent dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and

environmental. The components and applicability of this are listed at paragraphs 9,

10 and 14.

36. Paragraph 17 lists twelve core planning principles for plan making and decision

taking.

37. Section 6 of the NPPF sets policy for delivering a wide choice of high quality homes.

Within that section paragraphs 47 and 49 are of particular relevance to this appeal.

Paragraphs 70, 73-75, 76 and 77 in Section 8 (Promoting Healthy Communities) deal

with facilities and opportunities for recreation, and Local Green Space and its

importance in that context.

38. Paragraph 99 contains pertinent policy on new development, climate change and

green infrastructure.
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39. The impact of the proposed development on the natural and historic environment

are central elements of Fulbourn Parish’s case at this Inquiry. Paragraphs 109-10,

113, 117-18 and 123, in the section on conserving and enhancing the natural

environment, set out relevant national policy on this matter, whilst paragraphs 128-

29, 131 and 135 set out relevant policy on conserving and enhancing the historic

environment.

40. The Government’s on-line Planning Practice Guidance adds important advice on a number of

the matters in the NPPF which are of relevance to this appeal. These include paragraphs 005-

7 and 017 (ID 37.005.20140306 et seq) on Local Green Space; paragraph 014 (ID

216.014.20140306) on prematurity; paragraph 039 (ID 18a.039.20140306) on non-

designated heritage assets; paragraph 009 (ID 8.009.20140306) on the identification and

mapping of local ecological networks; and paragraph 017 (ID 8.017.20140306) on how

development can enhance as well as protect biodiversity.

SOUTH CAMBRIDGESHIRE LDF CORE STRATEGY DPD JANUARY 2007 (CSDPD); DEVELOPMENT

CONTROL POLICIES DPD JULY 2007 (DCPDPD) AND SITE SPECIFIC POLICIES DPD JANUARY 2010

(SSPDPD)

41. These documents represent the Development Plan for the purposes of this appeal.

The following policies are of relevance.

 Core Strategy: ST2 (housing provision) and ST4 (rural centres); Development

Control Policies;

 Development Control Policies: DP/1 (sustainable development); DP/2

(design of new development); DP/3 (development requirements); DP/7

(Development Frameworks); HG/3 (affordable housing); NE/4

(LandscapeCharacter Areas); NE/5 Countryside Enhancement Areas; NE/6

and NE/7 (biodiversity); NE15 (noise pollution); CH/1 (historic landscapes);

CH/4 (listed buildings); CH/5 (conservation areas); CH/6 (Protected Village

Amenity Areas);

 Site Specific Policies: SP/9 (Fulbourn and Ida Darwin Hospital site).

SUBMISSION SOUTH CAMBRIDGESHIRE LOCAL PLAN 2013 (SCLP)

42. This plan is currently at examination. When adopted it will replace the South

Cambridgeshire LDF. The following policies in the Local Plan are of relevance to this

appeal: S/3 (sustainable development and the “presumption in favour”); S/5
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(provision of new jobs and homes); S/6 (Development Strategy); S/7 (Development

Frameworks); S/8 (Rural Centres); S/9 (Minor Rural Centres); CC/6 (construction

methods); CC/7 (water quality); HQ/1 (design principles); NH/2 (landscape

character); NH/4and NH/5 (biodiversity and wildlife); NH/6 (green infrastructure);

NH/8 (development in vicinity of green belt); NH/11 (Protected Village Amenity

Areas); NH/12 (Local Green Space); NH/13 (Important Countryside Frontages);

NH/14 (heritage assets); H/9 (affordable housing); SC/11 (noise pollution).
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THE CASE FOR FULBOURN PARISH – BENEFITS AND ADVERSE IMPACTS

43. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined

in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate

otherwise.

44. If there was a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites in South Cambridgeshire in

accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF, the proposed development would be

refused permission because it conflicts with the Development Plan.

45. In this case the LPA, at the time of determining the application, conceded that it

could not demonstrate a five year supply of housing land and, therefore, the

Development Plan was out of date. Permission should therefore be granted unless

the harm which would result from the development, in terms of the policies in the

NPPF, significantly and demonstrably outweighed the benefit of up to 110 new

homes and any other benefits of the proposal.

46. It is the view of Fulbourn Parish that the adverse impacts of the proposed

development do outweigh its benefits.

47. This is a matter for the judgement of the decision taker. That judgement will be

informed by the significance of the benefits as well as the significance of the adverse

impact. It is necessary, therefore, to consider the significance of up to 110 additional

dwellings in the context of overall land supply, the timing of delivery of the

additional housing and any other benefits arising from the appeal proposal.

BENEFITS

BENEFIT IN RELATION TO HOUSING LAND SUPPLY

48. The application proposal is for the construction of “up to” 110 dwellings. It goes

without saying that the benefit of the proposal diminishes as the number of

dwellings which can be delivered on the site reduces. The Planning Statement

submitted with the application confirms that the number of dwellings has not been

determined. The reasons for this uncertainty are not given.

49. The wider question to be addressed, however, is: how significant is the contribution

of up to 110 additional dwellings in the context of the overall supply of housing –

both completed and projected – and the objectively assessed housing need over the



13

plan period. In my view this analysis should take into account not just the supply of

and need for housing in South Cambridgeshire but should include housing need and

supply in Cambridge City. The reasons for this are, first, that South Cambridgeshire

and Cambridge City are part of the same Housing Market Area and second, that

South Cambridge District Council’s administrative area wraps around Cambridge City

and most of its settlements are within ten miles of the city centre. The need for and

supply of housing in the two areas are closely linked and what happens in one area

has implications for the other in terms of meeting need.

50. The most recent assessment of housing need in South Cambridgeshire is contained in

the “Objectively Assessed Housing Need: Further Evidence” document prepared in

November 2015 for the Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Local Plan

Examination. This put the objectively assessed need (OAN) at 19,337 dwellings for

South Cambridgeshire and 14,000 for Cambridge City. The South Cambridgshire

figure was rounded up by the District Council to 19,500 for the purposes of housing

provision in the Local Plan. This gives 20 year annualised rates for the two areas of

975 and 700 dwellings respectively for the plan period 2011-31.

51. In South Cambridgeshire housing completions in the first four years (2011/12 -

14/15) amounted to only 2,750 dwellings - well short of the OAN of 3,900 dwellings.

In its most recent Housing Trajectory (Cambridge City Local Plan and South

Cambridgeshire Local Plan Housing Land Supply Update, November 2015) the council

forecasts that housing completions in the 5 year period 2015/16-19/20 will rise to

5,634, above the OAN of 4,875. This puts total supply for the 9 year period 2011/12-

19/20 at 8,384 dwellings compared with an OAN of 8,775 dwellings – a shortfall of

391 dwellings.

52. Housing completions in Cambridge City for the four year period 2011/12-14/15

amounted to 2,860 dwellings, a little above the required rate of 2,800. The predicted

rate of completions for the 5 year period 2015/16-19/20 is 6,159 dwellings, 2,659

dwellings above the OAN rate of 3,500 dwellings.

53. There is a long history of close working and co-operation between the two

authorities in the preparation of development plans for their respective areas. Most

recently the two Councils prepared Local Plans in parallel and submitted them on the
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same day (28/03/2014). They are currently at Examination stage following the

submission of modifications.

54. Specifically in relation to housing land supply, and in view of the close functional

relationship between the two authority’s areas in terms of housing and jobs, the

Councils signed a Memorandum of Understanding in September 2014. Under this it

was agreed that their housing trajectories would be considered together for the

purposes of phasing of housing delivery and the calculation of five year housing

supply for plan-making and decision taking.

55. The most recently prepared housing trajectory for the two areas (referred to as

“Greater Cambridge” in Examination documents) puts the actual and projected

housing supply for Cambridge City for the nine years 2011/12-19/20 at 8,999

dwellings. The OAN for the same period is 6,300 dwellings. For South Cambridgeshire

the equivalent figures are 8,369 and 8,775 dwellings. Taken together the actual and

projected supply for the two areas is 17,388 dwellings for this 9 year period,

compared to a combined OAN of 15,075 dwellings, a surplus of 2313 dwellings.

Supply for the last five years of the period would therefore have to underperform

the projections by almost 20% to fall below the 9 year OAN for this period.

56. In terms of the overall objectively assessed need for and the projected supply of

housing in the Greater Cambridge area, up to 110 additional dwellings can be seen as

a benefit of little significance.

TIMING OF DELIVERY

57. The timing of the delivery of housing on the appeal site, were planning permission to

be granted, is a relevant matter when considering the benefits of the appeal

proposal.

58. The housing trajectory for South Cambridgeshire for the 5 year period 2015/16-

19/20 shows an improving picture, with provision of housing in the period

comfortably exceeding the annualised OAN and making up much of the under-supply

in the first four years of the plan period.

59. Whilst there may, currently, still be a shortfall against the 5 year supply in South

Cambridgeshire it is important to consider what contribution the appeal proposal

could make to addressing that shortfall during the five year period. This is the subject
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of the Council’s third reason for refusal to grant permission for the proposed

development. It states, amongst other things, that the applicant has not provided

sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the houses will be delivered within 5 years.

60. Whilst it is not Fulbourn Parish’s case that the houses will not be delivered within

five years it does consider that account should be taken of the likelihood that the

contribution the site will make to housing supply in the five year period will be less

than 110 dwellings.

61. The application is in outline with all matters apart from access to be determined at

the reserved matters stage. Approval of reserved matters and the discharge of

conditions requiring prior approval of the Local Planning Authority (LPA) could eat

significantly into the five year period. This is pertinent in this case where there are

particular technical difficulties relating to the low lying nature of the site, the high

water table and its propensity to become waterlogged, which will have to be

overcome before any development can take place.

62. These matters are recognised as features of the application site in various

documents submitted with the application, including the Flood Risk Assessment. The

waterlogged condition of the site and its propensity to surface water flooding is well

known to local residents who regularly walk the fields and they have recorded what

they have observed. Photographs of the condition of parts of the site in the spring

and early summer of 2016 form an appendix to the proof of evidence of Robert

Culshaw.

63. The Flood Risk Assessment prepared by Cannon (Consulting Engineers) and

submitted with the application includes a scheme showing how the site could be

prepared to accommodate development and how surface water run-off and run-on

can be dealt with. That scheme was the subject of a review by Peter Brett Associates,

at application stage, which identified some failings and suggested more work needed

to be done to ensure the scheme would be effective. It formed part of the one of the

representations to the application submitted by a local community group. The

review was, in turn, commented on by Cannon and all of this material was before

the Council when it determined the application. Subsequently a further Flood Risk

Assessment Review report was commissioned from Peter Brett Associates by a local

resident. This forms an Appendix to this proof of evidence.
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64. The Council found no reason to refuse the application on flood risk or drainage

grounds. It is clear, however, from the exchange of views referred to in the

preceding paragraph that this is a complex matter about which opinions differ,

particularly with regard to the basis for, details of, and effectiveness of, the

submitted flood prevention and ground preparation proposals. It is also clear that a

great deal of preparatory work would have to be done, in advance of approval of

reserved matters, to convince the LPA and the Lead Local Flood Authority

(Cambridgeshire County Council) that the proposed solution would be effective. This

could take some time to achieve.

65. Further, even after the approval of reserved matters, extensive site preparation work

would have to be carried out before construction of roads and houses could be

commenced. The scheme for managing surface water and surface water flooding

prepared by Cannon (Flood Risk Assessment – Drawing number: B411-004) proposes

raising the natural ground level (NGL) by 0.3 metres on those parts of the site where

houses are proposed to be built, and creating “bioretention areas” (ponds) with

depths of 0.6 metres below NGL around and between them to act as reservoirs and

channels to direct run-off, run-on and other water into the chalk stream which runs

through the site. An assessment of the impact of this work on the biodiversity and

wildlife habitats and species on the site, and on the remediation/mitigation of

measures recommended in the various habitat and species reports submitted with

the application, would be an essential precursor to such work. All of this will

inevitably take time and affect the timing of delivery of completed homes on the

site.

66. Another matter of relevance to the timing of development is noise. Paragraph 123 of

the NPPF states that decisions should aim to avoid noise from giving rise to

significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life as a result of new

development. Unreasonable restrictions should not be put on existing businesses

because of changes in nearby land uses since they were established.

67. A Noise Assessment report prepared by Cass Allen Associates was submitted with

the planning application. This recognises the potential for noise impact on the

occupiers of the new residential development arising from existing industrial activity

on Breckenwood Road, immediately north west of the application site. Noise surveys
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were carried out in 2008, 2012 and 2014 and several noise sources were identified.

Since 2014 occupation of some of the units has changed. New noise surveys will

therefore have to be undertaken, impacts assessed and means of attenuation

devised before any noise conditions can be discharged.

68. Paragraph 3.4 of the report states that attenuation of these noise sources is a

relatively straightforward matter and could best be achieved by seeking agreement

from the owners to “accoustically treat” any noisy equipment. A number of courses

of action are mentioned but, in the words of the report: “such an approach would

clearly require the co-operation of the equipment owners.” If agreement could not

be reached with the owner “it would be necessary to mitigate any new dwellings

against the industrial noise through façade design and appropriate site layout”.

69. This could be a lengthy exercise involving, in the first place, discussions and

negotiations with the owners and operators of any noisy equipment to ascertain

whether a satisfactory “attenuation” solution could be achieved and, if agreement

could not be reached, seeking to deal with the matter by other measures. All of this

has the potential to effect the timing of development on site.

70. Given the above analysis it would be unwise to assume that 110 dwellings – if indeed

that is ultimately the number which the developer decides to build on the site – can

be completed on the site within the five year period.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

71. Another aspect of the benefit of the proposed development which has to be

assessed is the contribution the appeal proposal could make to the supply of

affordable housing. This assessment has to be made in the context of matters

discussed in the foregoing section of this proof relating to the effect that the cost of

preparation of the site will have on the economics of development. These costs will

affect the proportion of any housing on the site which can be provided as affordable.

Paragraph 3.6 of the applicant’s Planning Statement says that the amount and mix of

affordable housing will be confirmed at the S106 stage, following a viability

assessment. This will have to take account of the “abnormal” site development costs.

(See paragraphs 62-65 above.)
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72. I understand that the applicant made offers of 20% and later 30% affordable

housing during discussions and negotiations with the Council after the application

was submitted. I have been unable to ascertain the basis for either the 20% or the

30% offer. However the 20% offer was one of the inputs to a Financial Appraisal of

the application carried out by Quod (the results of which were published in a

Supporting Statement in January 2015). This states, at paragraph 2.12 of the section

headed Application Overview, that the application includes “the indicative provision

of 22 affordable homes (equating to 20% of the total number of homes proposed).”

This figure, with a particular affordable rent/shared ownership split was one of the

baseline inputs used in Quod’s viability appraisal. Others included a sum of £550.000

as an “estimated S106 contribution”. An independent cost plan for the site, including

site wide infrastructure plans, was prepared by Gardiner and Theobald as part of the

viability appraisal.

73. Paragraph 5.7 of the Supporting Statement (FASS) states: “The accompanying

appraisal and supporting evidence provides a robust evidence base to demonstrate

that …. viability is marginal and on this basis the Applicant’s offer of 20% affordable

housing more than complies with the ‘maximum reasonable’ test.” Paragraph 5.11

concludes that the FASS “sets out the robust and credible viability case confirming

that the maximum reasonable level of affordable housing supported by this project is

20%.” Notwithstanding these statements an offer was subsequently made for 30%

affordable housing.

74. This conclusion prompts other questions:

i. how significant an element in the overall cost plan for the site is represented

by the “abnormal site development costs” referred to in the Planning

Statement?; and

ii. how reliable can the estimate of site wide infrastructure costs be, at this

stage, when a finally approved scheme for dealing with site specific

conditions is not yet in place?

75. I have not been able to find an answer to the first of these questions as the cost

estimates are not publicly available. But it is reasonable to conclude that they will

not be inconsiderable, given the scale of the groundworks which would need to be
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carried out to implement the solution outlined in the Flood Risk Assessment

prepared by Cannon Consulting Engineers and submitted with the application.

76. Regarding the second question there must be some doubt about the robustness, as

time passes, of the Gardiner and Theobald infrastructure cost estimates. It is not

unlikely that a revised scheme to deal with the particular challenges of the site will

be needed to take account of three or more years additional experience of and data

on the conditions on the site. And that at a time when the effects of climate change

at the local level may have a significant impact on what will be seen as necessary to

ensure that there is no risk to the residents of the site and their property, or to

residents and properties outside the site.

77. In the light of the above it would not be advisable, in my view, to count on the

delivery of 30%, or even 20%, affordable housing provision at this stage, when

assessing the benefits of the proposed development.

78. Policy HG/3 of the adopted DCPDPD states that 40% affordable housing will be

sought on all housing sites for two or more units. This proportion is repeated at

Policy H/9 of the submitted SCLP. Supporting text in the SCLP provides detail about

the scale of need for affordable housing. There were 3,378 households on the

Council’s housing register on 31st March 2013, whilst the SHMA assessed the need

for 11,838 affordable homes by 2031. The benefit of up to 33 affordable housing

units on this site has to be judged against the overall scale of need for affordable

housing, and the 40% aspiration of the adopted Policy.

79. Given this scale of need it is clearly important that provision of the levels of

affordable housing sought in adopted and emerging plans is achieved on qualifying

housing sites. In the case of the appeal site however, where there will be “abnormal”

development costs, provision of this level of affordable housing appears not to be

possible. Indeed it cannot be confidently assumed at this stage that the economics of

development will allow the provision of even 33 (30%) affordable units on the site.

The significance of the benefits of the proposed development must, therefore, be

assessed in the light of the above analysis.

ARE THERE ANY OTHER BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT?
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80. In assessing the benefits of a housing development in the context of paragraph 14 of

the NPPF it is relevant to consider whether there are any benefits of the proposal

which do not relate to the supply of homes.

81. On a site such as the appeal site such benefits could include some or all of the

following:

 the removal of unsightly disused and derelict farm buildings;

 the remediation of land contaminated by agricultural activity;

 the prevention of nuisance from activities on the site;

 provision of improved opportunities for informal countryside recreation;

 provision of improved access to the wider countryside for walkers and

cyclists.

None of these can be claimed as a benefit of the appeal proposal.

82. In the light of the foregoing analysis it can be seen that the tangible benefits of the

appeal proposal are the provision of up to 110 new homes, of which up to 33 would

be affordable, although the precise number of homes, and the timing of their

delivery, is, at this stage, uncertain and is dependant on the extent of the

“abnormal” costs of developing the site.

83. These are the benefits against which the adverse impacts of the proposal have to be

weighed.

ADVERSE IMPACTS

84. The adverse impacts of the appeal proposal relate to the effect the development of

the site would have on the following:

I. village character and setting;

II. character and setting of Fulbourn Conservation Area

III. landscape;

IV. biodiversity and wildlife;

V. opportunites for informal recreation for existing residents;

VI. educational opportunities for pupils of local schools.

85. A number of these matters are the subject of statements to this Inquiry by residents

of the village who have knowledge and experience of the site, its special character,
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biodiversity and wildlife, its use by local people, and the important role it plays in the

life of the village.

86. My evidence on these matters deals with their status and importance in terms of the

NPPF, PPG, policies and proposals in adopted and emerging plans for South

Cambridgeshire and other relevant material. I deal with each of them in turn.

VILLAGE CHARACTER AND SETTING

87. Fulbourn is a large village with a relatively compact built form. Its character is varied

with an historic core centred on the parish church of St Vigor, Church Street, the

Manor House, and older development following the pattern of streets, lanes and

tracks which radiate from the village centre. These include ribbons of development

along Station Road in the north east, and Cow Lane to the north west. To the south

and south east are extensive areas of post war development. Some, such as the

“Swifts” housing area, have a distinctly urban character.

88. The development at the western end of Cow Lane, south of the appeal site, is

predominantly modern but retains a village character as a result of the design of

buildings and the existence of many mature trees and open areas. Much of the

character of this part of Fulbourn derives from its fen-edge landscape setting, where

the lower lying land to the north, and the drains and chalk streams which flow

through it, have precluded built development. This has influenced the morphology of

the village and created one of its essential characteristics: that its buildings are

confined to the higher, drier chalk ground to the south with the undeveloped, open

countryside on lower, wetter ground to the north. To allow parts of the latter area to

be developed with housing on artificially raised ground would disrupt this historic

pattern and destroy one of the essential characteristics of the village.

89. The Cow Lane area has long been associated with the source and supply of potable

water to the village and to Cambridge City. Reminders of this activity remain in the

area including the ex-water pumping station which has been converted to office use,

and the gardens and other buildings and features once associated with it. The

Victorian garden area which once formed part of the water pumping station complex

is part of the appeal site. Further east on Cow Lane is the Poor Well and adjacent

Horse Pond. The Poor Well is an area of well wooded, low lying land where the
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springs which are the source of the Fulbourn chalk stream emerge. These areas are

both designated as Protected Village Amenity Areas (PVAA) under policy CH/6 of the

adopted Development Control Policies DPD, and taken forward under policy NH/11

of the submitted SCLP. PVAAs are sites within village frameworks which are

important to their amenity and character. The policies state that development will

not be permitted within or adjacent to PVAAs if it would have an adverse impact on

the character, amenity, tranquillity or function of the village.

90. There is no public access to the Victorian garden PVAA which has become densely

overgrown. In this state it contributes to the character and tranquillity of this part of

the village. The Poor Well/Horse Pond PVAA is well used by the public for informal

recreation.

91. The physical and visual relationship of these two PVAAs with the meadow areas

beyond, through which the Fulbourn chalk stream flows, are important elements of

the special character of the area.

92. Much of that special character derives not just from the open landscape setting of

the buildings and PVAAs on the northern side of Cow Lane, but also from the

particular ‘natural’ appearance of the fields which make it up. Unlike the landscape

setting of much of Fulbourn’s built form this area does not comprise large arable

fields under intensive cultivation and with few countryside features. It is a relatively

small area enclosed by hedgerows punctuated by larger trees and and has a varied

ground cover with areas of meadow grasses, reed beds and sedge.

93. The loss to development of those fields, which make an important contribution to

the character, amenity and tranquillity of this part of Fulbourn would be a serious

matter representing a significant adverse impact of the appeal proposals.

94. The importance of these matters is acknowledeged in paragraph 109 of the NPPF in

the section on the natural environment. This explains the contribution the planning

system should make to its enhancement through, amongst other things: protecting

and enhancing valued landscapes; minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing

net gains where possible; and contributing to halting the overall decline in

biodiversity. Paragraph 110 states that development plans should aim to minimise

pollution and other adverse effects on the local and natural environment when

meeting development needs.
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CHARACTER AND SETTING OF FULBOURN CONSERVATION AREA.

95. Part of the appeal site, and that part of Fulbourn village which adjoins it to the south,

forms one part of the Fulbourn Conservation Area. Its designation was based on the

area’s historical significance as a source of potable water and the location, in the

1880s, of a major pumping station erected by Cambridge University and Town

Waterworks Company to supply the City of Cambridge. The pumping station with its

associated ornamental garden and pond, entrance lodge, gates and fencing; the

nearby cart wash known as Horse Pond and Poor Well; and the Cow Lane standpipe

are the focus of this part of the Conservation Area.

96. The ex Waterworks pumping station has been converted to office use but retains its

character and landmark appearance. It is identified as a ‘focal building’in South

Cambridgeshire Council’s Fulbourn Conservation Area Draft Council Policy document

of 2007. It is also ‘locally listed’ for its architectural and historic interest. The

adjoining garden is identified as a ‘positive open space’ with important trees, as are

the Poor Well and Horse Pond. These buildings and sites, whilst not statutorily listed

or scheduled, can, nevertheless be considered to be non-designated heritage assets.

97. The location chosen for the pumping station is historically significant. It was not

random. It coincides with the point where the chalk strata meet the lower, wetter,

fen area, and where springs emerge to feed streams such as the Fulbourn which

flows north across the appeal site.

98. The appeal site is an important part of the setting of this part of the Conservation

Area and the buildings within it. Built development on the appeal site would

seriously undermine its character and historical significance.

99. The NPPF, at paragraph 131, states that when determining planning applications

LPAs should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the

significance of heritage assets, the contribution their conservation can make to

sustainable communities and the desirability of new development making a positive

contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Paragraph 132 deals with impact

of development on the significance of a heritage asset and states that this can be

harmed or lost through development within its setting. Paragraph 009 (Ref ID: 18a-

009-20140306) of the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance elaborates on this,
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stating that heritage assets may be affected by change in their setting. Proper

assessment of the nature,extent and importance of the significance of a heritage

asset and the contribution of its setting is very important to understanding the

potential impact and acceptability of development proposals.

100. Paragraph 135 sets out what should be done where an application affects, directly or

indirectly, a “non- designated heritage asset” including taking a balanced judgement

with regard to the significance of the heritage asset and the scale of harm or loss.

Paragraph 137 requires LPAs to look for opportunities within the setting of

Conservation Areas and heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their

significance. Proposals which preserve those elements of the setting that make a

positive contribution or reveal the significance of an asset should be treated

favourably.

101. The appeal proposals are not in accordance with this guidance. They do not sustain

or enhance the adjoining Conservation Area and its heritage assets and make no

contribution to local character and distinctiveness. Nor do they better reveal the

significance of the heritage assets in the adjoining Conservation Area, the immediate

setting of which includes the appeal site. They would, on the contrary, have a

significant adverse impact on these important matters.

102. Overall the appeal site fields make an important contribution to the character and

setting of the conservation Area and the undesignated heritage assets within it. Their

loss to development would have a significant adverse impact on these matters of

acknowledged importance.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT

103. The appeal site lies within National Landscape Character Area 87: East Anglian Chalk.

However its character is more akin to Fenland, having few of the elements which are

present in the East Anglian Chalk Landscape and which are picked out in the

illustrations in Natural England’s profile of that Character Area published in 2014.

104. The appeal site is flat and level with a more enclosed visual character than the chalk

countryside to the south. Its most prominent visual features are the well treed edge

of the built up parts of Fulbourn which adjoin it , the hedgerow along the line of the

Fulbourn chalk stream which divides the site, and the low railway embankment along
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the northern boundary with its associated trees and vegetation. The character of the

appeal site derives from these features and the contrasting meadow areas which

they enclose.

105. The principal publicly accessible locations for viewing the site from beyond its

boundaries are:

 Cox’s Drove to the east;

 The pedestrian level crossing at the point where Cox’s Drove meets the

railway line;

 Poor Well and Cow Lane to the south;

 Teversham Road (in particular at the proposed vehicular access point to the

site).

106. In addition the site is clearly visible to rail passengers passing by on the railway line

to the north of the site.

107. Cox’s Drove is a popular route for walkers and gives access to the wider countryside

to the north via a level pedestrian crossing over the railway, although the track

beyond, known as Fen Drove Way, has become overgrown and difficult to negotiate.

Cox’s Drove also offers a way into the site for those who walk the fields for informal

recreation.

108. The Poor Well is a popular place for informal recreation for residents of Fulbourn

who also use it to gain access to the eastern meadow on the appeal site. From the

Poor Well itself this eastern meadow can be clearly seen as an open area beyond the

trees providing an important visual contrast between the two areas.

109. From Teversham Road glimpsed views can be had of the western meadow and the

trees and hedges which enclose it, between the frontage properties, and, more

clearly, from the the proposed access point into the site.

110. The eastern parcel of the appeal site is well used by walkers, as witnessed by the

beaten paths through it. From within the site its essential landscape character of a

meadow enclosed by natural vegetation is revealed. Whilst some of the buildings

which make up this part of Fulbourn can be seen from within the site – for example

those south of the site and east of Poor Well, and on Cox’s Drove – the overall

impression is that this is countryside with the distinctive rural character of hedge and
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tree fringed meadows. Built development, whilst close at hand, does not visually

dominate the site. Views across and from within the site have significant amenity

and recreational value.

111. The appeal proposal, if permitted, would destroy the landscape character of the

area. The meadows would be replaced with up to 110 dwellings, up to 2.5 storeys in

height, on raised platforms within a complex of flood retention and attenuation

areas and drainage channels. The distinctive meadow landscape character of the

site, with its variety of plant species, would be entirely destroyed.

BIODIVERSITY AND WILDLIFE

112. No part of the appeal site is designated as a site of wildlife importance. However it is

apparent from the results of the Phase 1 Habitat Surveys carried out on 18th

September 2012 and 6th June 2014 and submitted with the application that it has

significant wildlife importance in its current state.

113. The two Phase 1 Habitat Surveys carried out by MKA Ecology identified a variety of

habitats on the site including: a chalk stream and deciduous woodland (both UK BAP

Priority Habitats); “intact” and “defunct” species-poor hedgerows; species rich

hedgerows with trees; and neutral, semi-natural grassland. The last of these, “which

comprises the majority of the site contains five strong indicators of neutral grassland

of County Wildlife Site quality.” (Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report – August 2014 –

Executive Summary). The indicator species included Early Marsh Orchid; Common

Spotted Orchid; Adders Tongue; and Yellow Rattle.

114. The Report made recommendations for further survey work in relation to various

species which were actually or potentially present on the site, including: reptiles;

badgers, water vole and otters; breeding birds; amphibians; and bats. Surveys of the

site were undertaken to identify the existence/potential for these groups on various

dates in 2014. These surveys revealed more about the biodiversity value of the site.

“Low populations” of Common Lizard and Grass Snake (both UK BAP Priority Species)

and 19 species of birds “considered to be breeding” were identified on site. The

latter included five species of Birds of Conservation Concern: Whitethroat; Starling;
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Song Thrush; Dunnock and a “small but locally significant population of Corn

Bunting”.

115. Although no bat roosts were identified on the site the Bat surveys carried out in June

2014 identified six species of bat foraging on site, including two (Noctule and

Soprano Pipistrelle) on the UK BAP Priority Species List. In addition the desk study

undertaken as part of the Bat survey revealed that the Brown Long-eared Bat had

previously been recorded on the site. The survey also noted a “strong commuting

route along the central hedgerow and ditch” for Common Pipistrelle bats. (Nocturnal

Bat Roost Survey Report 2014, Page 13). The penultimate paragraph on Page 5 of the

Report notes that “The site itself is likely to provide good opportunities for foraging

bats with the semi-improved grassland providing a source of invertebrate prey.”

116. A further element of the site of significance for wildlife and biodiversity is the

globally scarce habitat represented by the Fulbourn chalk stream and its tributaries.

Most of the 270 or so chalk streams in the world are in England. Very few of these –

less than 25% - are in “good” condition. No attempt appears to have been made to

assess the condition of this chalk stream in the submitted documents. However it

can be seen to be clear and running in that part of its course within the appeal site,

with a weed-free bed suggesting little impact from nitrates and other extraneous

nutrition. But whatever its condition the fact that there are only a little over 220

chalk streams in the UK – all of them in England – makes the Fulbourn and its

protection and appropriate management considerations of the highest importance.

It is unlikely that the construction on the site of up to 110 dwellings, with associated

roadways and bridges, surface water flood management measures, open

recreational spaces and walkways would be seen as the most appropriate way to

achieve this. (The significance of such streams for biodiversity and wildlife is set out

in detail in the 2004 “State of England’s Chalk Rivers” report prepared by the

Enviroment Agency, Natural England and the UK Biodiversity Action Plan Steering

Group for Chalk Rivers; and the 2014 “The State of England’s Chalk Streams” report

by the World Wildlife Fund.)

117. Many local residents have observed the wildlife on the appeal site fields, and in

some cases recorded their observations. A number of these residents have relevant

expertise in these matters. (More detail on this is set out in the Statement to this
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Inquiry by David Cottee and the appendices thereto). These observations and

records are important as they illustrate the year round importance of the fields for

wildlife and biodiversity, and the range and variety of species to be found there.

Further, an independent Invertebrate Survey and Indicative IS Report were

commissioned by Fulbourn Forum. These also form an Appendix to David Cottee’s

Statement.

118. Taken together these studies, surveys, reports and records demonstrate that the

appeal site fields have significant wildlife and biodiversity importance in their own

right.

119. Further, as well as being of significant wildlife and biodiversity value the fields offers

opportunities for local residents to experience a range of wildlife habitats, and

observe the species which they support in natural surroundings close to where they

live – opportunities which would be lost if development were to be permitted. Such

opportunities are limited in the countryside close to the village where large fields

and and intensive arable cultivation predominate. These are matters of importance

which must be taken fully into account when considering the impacts of the

proposed development.

120. One of the things which emerges from the Phase 1 Habitat Survey report, and the

reports of the various species specific surveys, is that the appeal site has the

potential for enhanced biodiversity and wildlife value were it to be appropriately

managed. For example, Recommendation 3 – Semi Improved Neutral Grassland, in

the Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report is, where possible, to retain and enhance areas of

this habitat type within the development scheme, ideally including areas where

target species such as Early Marsh Orchid and Adders Tongue are found. Presumably

the object of this is to increase the wildlife and biodiversity value of any surviving

areas of grassland once development has taken place. It follows that if this is

achievable on the small areas of grassland left over after development has taken

place then it would also be achievable over the whole site – with potentially greater

biodiversity and wildlife gains.

121. The same principle also seems to have been accepted by the authors of the studies,

for other species. For example Section 5.3 Biodiversity Enhancements, in the Badger,

Water Vole and Otter Survey Report, July 2014 notes that “Ecological enhncements
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should aim to deliver biodiversity gains for the proposed development site. The ditch

habitats could be improved by opening up the ditches by clearing back part of the

scrub habitat to encourage a greater variety of plant life to grow. This would benefit

species such as Water Vole which were not recorded on site but which have been

recorded [on] land close to the site.”

122. Page 14 of the Nocturnal Bat Roost Survey Report 2014 states: “As it is evident that

bats are utilising the site for foraging, it is recommended that bat boxes are included

within the design scheme in order to enhance the roosting opportunities for bats on

site.” At least 15 boxes should be mounted on trees at the site. Similar

recommendations are made in the Breeding Bird Survey Report for the enhancement

of nesting opportunities for birds at the site (Section 5.4 pages 23 – 24).

123. Most if not all of the measures to enhance the biodiversity value of the site could, of

course, be put in place now. They are not dependant on the housing development

and it would not be unreasonable to think that the resulting biodiversity

enhancement would be greater without housing development on the site.

124. Whilst it may be possible to mitigate some of the adverse affects of development in

the ways suggested in the various survey reports it seems clear that what would

remain of wildlife interest around and between the blocks of houses would not be of

County Wildlife Site quality. The full potential of the site for enhanced wildlife and

biodiversity value and habitat creation could not be achieved if development of the

site takes place. The benefits of the the development therefore come with a

significant opportunity cost – the loss of potential biodiversity enhancement of the

site – as well as the actual loss of habitat and species on it.

125. The Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report and the various species specific reports which

followed it all include sections on Biodiversity Enhancements in addition to

recommendations for mitigating the adverse impact of the proposed development

on wildlife on the site. This is in response to the section of the National Planning

Policy Framework on conserving and enhancing the natural environment and in

particular paragraphs 109 and 118 which refer to the need to enhance as well as

conserve biodiversity and the natural and local environment, and to incorporate

biodiversity in and around developments.
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126. Various measures are proposed to achieve mitigation and enhancement, in many

cases involving their inclusion in the “landscaping scheme” or “the final master plan

for the development” (Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report – Biodiversity Enhancements –

Recommendation 11). Examples include: a reptile receptor site; the creation of new

grassland habitats; areas of semi-improved neutral grassland; and an “area of semi-

improved neutral grassland suitable to support one Corn Bunting territory” (Breeding

Bird Survey Report Recommendations 4 and 5). At this stage, with the application in

outline, there is no information or evidence in the submitted documents to show

how such mitigation and enhancement could be achieved on the site, such detail

being left to reserved matters stage, or how effective it would be.

127. It is therefore necessary to examine the only submitted document which sheds any

light on the matter – the Illustrative Layout. This shows a pattern of development

based on three blocks of dwellings separated and bounded by the existing chalk

stream; proposed linear water retention facilities - areas of marsh with boardwalks;

and areas of structural planting. In the centre of the development are two areas of

open land – a “marsh” with boardwalks and raised areas for access to the west of the

chalk stream and a “Neighbourhood Green” to the east of the chalk stream. These

open areas are, it appears, intended to serve a recreational purpose. The garden

area in the south west corner of the site and the small area of deciduous woodland

in the north eastern corner of the western field are shown as retained in their

existing state.

128. It is difficult to see how the sort of mitigation and enhancement measures proposed

in the Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report, and the various species specific reports, could

be accommodated in this layout.

129. There is no comprehensive biodiversity strategy for the site and its various habitats

and species which shows how these can be effectively conserved and enhanced

within the development proposals. and how opportunities for local residents to

experience the range of wildlife habitats and observe the species which they support

can be secured. In the absence of such a strategy it is safe to assume that the

proposed development would have significant and demonstrable adverse effects on

biodiversity and wildlife.
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INFORMAL RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

130. Opportunities for residents to walk out into countryside in this part of Fulbourn are

limited. The majority of the open land to the north of the railway line is not easily

accessible and has few public rights of way through it. Further, it mainly comprises

large, intensively cultivated, arable fields where countryside features such as

hedgerows, trees and tree groups, and the wildlife species they support, whilst not

absent, are few and far between. So this area, as well as being difficult to gain access

to, offers an unrewarding experience to the walker.

131. In contrast the eastern field of the appeal site is readily accessible to residents of this

part of the village, either from Cox’s Drove or the Poor Well, and is popular with

walkers because of its rural character, wealth of countryside features and wildlife

interest. Although this is private land no barriers to access to it have been put in

place and it has been well used by walkers for many years. The smaller, western

field, whilst less obviously accessible, is attractive to many local walkers for the

same reasons which make the eastern field popular. The main access is via the field

gate on Teversham Road. The two fields provide much valued opportunities for

informal recreation and play in a part of Fulbourn where such opportunities are,

otherwise, scarce.

132. Whilst there are opportunites to gain access to the countryside on the eastern side

of Fulbourn, where a public right of way and a permissive path lead into the wider

rural area, these require a walk for residents on the eastern side of the village of

more than a kilometre, by road and path, to reach their starting points. They do not

have the immediacy of the appeal site fields.

133. The importance of facilities for recreation are acknowledged in Section 8 of the NPPF

– Promoting healthy communities. Paragraph 70, third bullet point, states that

planning policies and decisions should guard against unnecessary loss of valued

facilities, particularly where this would reduce a community’s ability to meet its day

to day needs; whilst paragraph 73 notes the important contribution high quality

open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation make to the health and well

being of communities. Existing open space should not be built on unless it is assessed
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to be surplus to requirements or would be replaced by equivalent or better, suitably

located provision.

134. The fields are a valued recreational facility for the local community and there are no

equivalent, alternative facilities available in the area. Their loss to development

would conflict with the NPPF in those respects.

135. It could be argued that the appeal proposals would include areas of public open

space: the marsh area, boardwalks, structural planting areas, and neighbourhood

green offering opportunity for informal recreational. However the experience

offered by these small spaces: a walk through a housing estate on the areas left over

after development, or required to cope with excess water, is in no way comparable

with the experience of walking on the site as it is now. The appeal site, in its

undeveloped state, plays an important recreational role for residents of the village

which could not be compensated for by the provision of open areas on site.

136. The loss of the valued opportunities for informal recreation which would result from

the proposed development represents a significant and demonstrable adverse

impact.

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

137. As well as the matters set out in the foregoing section of this proof of evidence on

recreational opportunities the appeal site also plays an important educational role.

This is explained in some detail in a letter from the Head of the Cambridge Steiner

School which forms an appendix to the Proof of Evidence of Robert Culshaw. The

Cambridge Steiner School is located on Hinton Road, some 600 metres west of the

Poor Well. The use made of the appeal site in conjunction with the adjoining Poor

Well could not continue if the appeal proposals went ahead. This is a matter of

consequence in the assessment of the adverse impacts of the proposed

development, especially as there are no equivalent opportunities for the sort of

educational activites described in the letter elsewhere in the vicinity of the school. It

represents a significant adverse impact of the proposed development.
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138. The above assessments demonstrate the harm which would result from the

proposed development. This harm comprises significant adverse impacts on a

number of matters, the importance of which is acknowledged in the NPPF.

PROPOSED LOCAL GREEN SPACE DESIGNATION

139. The Appeal site is proposed for designation as a Local Green Space (LGS) in the

Submission South Cambridgeshire Local Plan (SSCLP) 2013. This and 68 other

potential LGSs were identified in consultation with Parish Councils and local

communities and subjected to full public consultation in 2012 and 2013. During the

latter consultation exercise proposals for a large number of additional LGSs were put

forward by Parish Councils, individuals and organisations. In total over 270 sites were

assessed in the Council’s March 2014 Sustainability Appraisal and as a result of this

160 were proposed for LGS designation in the Local Plan.

140. The criteria for assessment of potential LGSs used by the Council were based on

paragraph 77 of the NPPF. This states that designation will not be appropriate for

most green areas or open space and should only be used where the space is in

reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; is demonstrably special to a

local community and holds a particular local significance; is local in character and is

not an extensive tract of land. Examples of “particular local significance” of a green

area include “its beauty, historic significance, recreational value ….., tranquillity or

richness of its wildlife;”. In addition, the Council chose to exclude sites which were

within the Green Belt, although this is not one of the matters which excludes LGS

designation in the NPPF.

141. Eight sites in Fulbourn were assessed for their suitability for LGS designation. Six

were rejected. The two taken forward into the Local Plan were: the Victorian Garden

area on Cow Lane, part of which is within the appeal site; and the two fields which

make up most of the remainder of the appeal site and the adjoining Poor Well. The

areas considered and the reasons whether or not to designate them as LGS are set

out in the Schedule at Appendix 5 of the Council’s Draft Final Sustainability Appraisal

(March 2014).

142. Castlefield Internation Ltd objected to the designation of the two Fulbourn LGSs. I

have been unable to trace the original letter or wording of the objections. However
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they are summarised in Appendix 2 to a Report to the Planning Portfolio Holder re:

the results of the Local Green Space landowner consultation of March 10 2015. The

objection relating to the appeal sites fields is summarised in the report as follows:

“ The proposed designation is not ‘positively prepared’ as it seeks to sterilise a site

which clearly has development potential.

It is not ‘effective’ as it would be contrary to designate this site as a LGS given that

SCDC do not currently have a five year land supply and development should be

directed to the most sustainable settlements.

It is not ‘justified’ as the consultation process has not allowed for effective

engagement of all interested parties. We question why the site is now proposed as

LGS when the site has never been incorporated within the Green Belt, or has had any

other special protection in the current Plan.

It is not ‘consistent with national policy’ as it does not meet the LGS criteria of para

77 of the NPPF or accord with para 76 of the NPPF which denotes designations should

be consistent with sustainable development objectives.”

143. It is not, of course, for this Inquiry to consider whether these objections provide

justification for excluding the site from LGS designation. That is a matter for the

Examination Inspectors. However the ‘positively prepared’ point cuts both ways. The

application which is the subject of this appeal could equally be argued to pre-empt

consideration of the clear LGS potential of the site at the Local Plan examination and

therefore “sterilise” it in that respect.

144. The fourth part of the objection goes to the heart of LGS designation – the qualifying

criteria. The two objections state that, in this respect, the proposed designations are

not consistent with national policy as set out at paragraphs 76 and 77 of the NPPF.

However no reasoned justification is given for this assertion.

145. The questions which have to be answered when assessing a proposed LGS are listed

below, in the order in which they are set down in the NPPF, together with answers

based on the analysis of the charactersitics of the site set out in the foregoing

sections of this proof of evidence.

i. Q. Is the green space in reasonably close proximity to the community it

serves?

A. The green space is immediately adjacent to the northern edge of Fulbourn.
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ii. Q. Is the green area demonstrably special to a local community?

A. The evidence of the special importance of the green area to the local

community is set out in detail in the sections of this proof above on Village

Character and Setting; Informal Recreational Opportunities and

Educational Opportunities.

iii. Q. Does it hold a particular significance because of its beauty, historic

significance, recreational value, tranquillity or the richness of its wildlife?

A. The green space is of particular significance for its recreational value and

the richness of its wildlife, as explained in detail in the sections of this

proof above on Biodiversity and Wildlife and Informal Recreational

Opportunities. The site is also of particular significance because of its

tranquillity. Apart from the brief passing of a train on the twice hourly

service on the line north of the site there is very little intrusive noise from

man made sources on the site. There is very little motorised traffic on

Cox’s Drove and noise from traffic on Cow Lane and Teversham Road is

seldom audible.

iv. Q. Is the green area concerned local in character?

A. The green area has a particular local character which derives from its

location, and landscape features, and its proximity and relationship to

parts of Fulbourn of historical significance.

v. Q. Is it an extensive tract of land?.

A. The green area is not extensive. The parts of it which are the subject of this

appeal are approximately 6.85 hectares in extent.

Additional questions are prompted by Paragraphs 005-007 and 017 (ID 37.005.20140306

et seq) of National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG):

vi. Q. Would designation be consistent with local planning for sustainable

development in the area?

A. It is clear from the analysis set out above in this proof, in the section

headed adverse impacts, that designation would be consistent with the

principles of sustainable development in the local area.

vii. Q. Does the Local Plan for the area identify sufficient land in suitable

locations to meet needs?
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A. Paragraphs 52-56 of this proof in the section on Benefit in Relation to

Housing Land Supply makes reference to the most recent Housing

Trajectories for South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge City which show that

the Local Plans for these areas identify sufficient land to meet needs.

146. It is pertinent to consider the answers to these questions now in relation to the

appeal site. The reason for this is that, if it can be clearly demonstrated that the

appeal site meets the criteria for LGS designation, the adverse impacts of the

proposed development would include the loss of opportunity to seek to protect the

site through designation. Further, grant of permission for the appeal proposals

would circumvent the proper consideration of the future of the site through the

plan-making process, by an independent Inspector, who could weigh all the relevant

matters in the balance in coming to a decision.

147. The NPPF makes it clear that LGSs should only be designated when a plan is prepared

or reviewed (paragraph 77). The NPPG explains that LGS designation, through a local

or neighbourhood plan, is a way to provide special protection against development

for green areas of particular importance to local communities. It follows from this

that it would be contrary to the principles of the plan-led system to allow the proper

consideration of proposals for LGS designation through the plan-making process to

be circumvented by a pre-emptive planning application.

148. Paragraph 014 (ID 216.014.20140306) deals with prematurity and advises that this is

unlikely to justify refusal of planning permission unless the adverse impacts of

granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

This could be where a proposal is so substantial, or its cumulative effects would be

so significant, that granting permission would undermine the plan-making process by

pre-determining decisions about the scale, location or planning of new development

and where the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but not yet adopted or made.

Where an LPA refuses to grant permission on this ground it will need to show how

permission for the proposed development would prejudice the outcome of the plan

making process.

149. In this case the process of LGS designation is central to plan making. LGSs can only be

designated through Local or Neighbourhood Plans. Grant of planning permission

would undermine the plan-making process, pre-determine decisions about the
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location of new development and prejudice the outcome of the plan making process.

The emerging plan is at Examination – an advanced stage in that process.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

150. In the absence of a five year supply of housing permission for the appeal proposals

should be granted unless the adverse impacts of the development significantly and

demonstrable outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF

as a whole or specific policies indicate development should be restricted.

151. In this case the benefits of the proposal are up to 110 additional dwellings of which

up to 33 would be affordable.

152. The significance of these benefits needs to be assessed against the overall need for

and supply of housing in South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge City. The two

administrative areas should be considered together because they are within the

same Housing Market Area, they are closely related geographically, and what

happens in one area has implications for the other in terms of meeting housing need.

153. The OAN for housing in South Cambs is 975 dwellings per annum for the plan period

to 2031. The figure for Cambridge City is 700 per annum. The actual and forecast

supply of housing for the 9 years 2011/12-2019/20 is 8,369 dwellings (930 per

annum) for South Cambridgeshire, a little below the annualised rate. The equivalent

figure for Cambridge City is 8,999 (1,000 per annum), well above the annualised rate.

Taken together the supply of housing for this period for the two areas comfortably

exceeds the OAN. The benefit of the provision of up to 110 dwellings on the appeal

site has to be judged in the light of those need and supply figures.

154. Timing of delivery is also relevant when assessing the benefits of the proposal in the

context of the 5 year supply of housing. Much work will be required to prepare this

site for development without risk of flooding. Design and approval of an effective

scheme could take some time, after which the flood prevention works would have to

be put in place before construction of the houses could start. It cannot be safely

assumed that the “up to” 110 houses can be completed on site within five years of

grant of outline permission. This should be taken into account when assessing the

benefits of the proposal.
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155. There must also be some uncertainty about the affordable housing benefits of the

scheme. Offers of first 20% and later 30% have been made by the applicants

following submission of the application. The uncertainty relates to the extent to

which the abnormal costs of preparing this site for development will affect the

financial viability of the scheme which, in turn, could affect the level of affordable

housing provision. At this stage a fully detailed and approved scheme for dealing

with the abnormal conditions on this site is not in place and the costs of

implementation of such a scheme are unclear. It should not, therefore, be assumed

that the offer of 33 affordable housing units can be fulfilled.

156. The contribution of up to 33 affordable homes must be also be considered against

the identified need for affordable housing in the District. There were 3,378

households on the Council’s housing register on 31st March 2013, whilst the SHMA

assessed the need for the period to 2031 at 11,838 affordable homes. This the

context against which the significance of the benefit of up to 33 affordable units on

the appeal site must be judged.

157. Those housing supply benefits of the appeal proposal development have to be

compared with the adverse impacts of the development.

158. These relate to the character and setting of Fulbourn and its Conservation Area; the

local landscape; wildlife and biodiversity; and local recreational and educational

opportunities.

159. The proposed development would have significant adverse impacts on these

matters, the importance of which is clearly set out in the NPPF.

160. The application also seeks to pre-empt the proposal in the submitted Local Plan,

currently at Examination, that the appeal site should be designated as LGS, as

provided for at paragraphs 76 and 77 of the NPPF. Land can only be designated LGS

when Local or Neighbourhood Plans are being prepared.

161. Grant of planning permission now would undermine the plan-led system by

preventing the proper consideration of the LGS proposal by the Examination

Inspector and, thereby, prejudice the plan-making process and pre-determine

decisions about the location of new development.

162. In the light of all of the above it can be seen that in terms of the test for decision

takers set out at paragraph 14 of the NPPF planning permission should not be
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granted for the proposed development because the adverse impacts of doing so

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed agaisnst

the policies in the NPPF as a whole and specific policies within it.
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1 Context 
1.1 Commission and Planning Application History 

1.1.1 In December 2014, Peter Brett and Associates LLP (PBA) were commissioned by David 
Marchant (the Client) to undertake a technical audit of the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
submitted in support of outline planning application S/2273/14/OL for 110 dwellings at the site 
“Land at Teversham Road, Fulbourn”. The findings of the report were submitted to the client 
by letter in January 2015 (Appendix A). A response to the letter was subsequently prepared by 
Cannon Consulting Engineers, the authors of the FRA (Appendix B).  

1.1.2 The planning application was refused permission by South Cambridgeshire District Council in 
August 2015 (Appendix C), and the applicant subsequently appealed to the Secretary of 
State.  

1.1.3 In July 2016, PBA were commissioned by the Client to undertake further work regarding flood 
risk assessment at the site, for the Client to use to prepare a proof of evidence for the public 
inquiry. This report is the outcome of that work, with the following scope:  

a. Review existing policy for management of flood risk that is relevant to the site, including 
recent changes in policy and management that might affect any new planning application 
at the site.  

b. Highlight areas where we consider further work is needed to address flood risk and 
drainage issues at the site.  

c. Provide a commentary on the mitigation measures that might be needed with regards to 
site drainage and flood risk.  

d. Provide a detailed response to the Cannon rebuttal letter, highlighting particular areas of 
disagreement in our January 2015 assessment of their FRA (see Appendix D). 

1.1.4 This report is not a proof of evidence nor does it constitute an expert representation to the 
public inquiry.  

1.2 The Site 

1.2.1 The site of interest is centred approximately on Ordnance Survey grid reference 551315, 
256609, adjacent to Teversham Road in Fulbourn. The site has an area of approximately 6.85 
ha and is currently undeveloped grassland and scrub.  
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2 Flood Risk Management Policy and Guidance 
2.1 Flood Risk Management Structure 

2.1.1 There is no single body responsible for managing flood risk in the UK. A range of bodies have 
overlapping roles and responsibilities at national and local levels. The management structure 
was clarified by the Floods and Water Management Act (2010), which is in the process of 
being implemented.  

2.1.2 The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) are the lead body for 
flood risk management and are responsible for preparing policies in partnership with other 
parts of government such as the Department for Communities and Local Government for 
planning policy.    

2.1.3 The Environment Agency (EA) has a national strategic role to overview all sources of 
flooding, and is responsible for flood risk management activities on watercourses designated 
“Main River”, regulating reservoir safety and providing flood forecasts and warnings. As of 
April 2015, the Environment Agency is a statutory consultee for planning applications where 
development is proposed within 20m of a main river, for developments (other than minor) in 
Flood Zones 2, 3, or 1 where there are critical drainage problems notified. As the site of 
interest here lies within Flood Zone 1 with no critical drainage problems notified, the 
Environment Agency would no longer be a statutory consultee for any future planning 
applications.    

2.1.4 The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) are county councils and unitary authorities 
designated under the Floods and Water Management Act (2010) with responsibilities for local 
flood risk management. With regards to planning, LLFAs are statutory consultees for major 
developments with surface water drainage from April 2015. For the site of interest, the LLFA is 
Cambridgeshire County Council, who would be statutory consultee for any future planning 
application. Cambridgeshire County Council have prepared a Surface Water Management 
Plan for the county.   

2.1.5 District and Borough Councils perform a significant amount of work relating to flood risk 
management in their local areas, for example through maintenance of award drains. District 
councils are responsible for most planning matters, including preparing Local Plans and 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments, and determining planning applications. The site of interest 
lies within South Cambridgeshire District Council.  

2.1.6 Further changes to flood risk management following the Floods and Water Management Act 
(2010) are yet to be implemented, for example a number of key provisions relating to approval 
and adoption of Sustainable Drainage Systems.  

2.2 National Policy and Guidance for Planning Applications 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2.2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, March 2012) sets out the government’s 
planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. Section 10 includes 
specific requirements with regards to flood risk and climate change. Development should be 
directed away from areas at highest risk, but where development is necessary; it should be 
made safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere. Planning Practice Guidance on Flood Risk 
and Coastal Change provides further advice on how planning should take account of the risks 
associated with flooding in plan-making and the application process, including a checklist of 
information that should be included. Relevant websites include: 

 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
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 http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-
change/ 

 http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-
change/site-specific-flood-risk-assessment-checklist/ 

DEFRA / EA Guidance on Flood Risk Assessment for Planning 
Applications 

2.2.2 DEFRA and the Environment Agency provide guidance on how to prepare a flood risk 
assessment for a planning application, according to the flood zone and size of the 
development. The Environment Agency provides maps showing flood risk from rivers, the sea 
and other sources. Relevant websites include:  

 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-for-planning-applications 

 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-in-flood-zone-1-and-critical-drainage-
areas 

 http://watermaps.environment-agency.gov.uk/ 

DEFRA / EA Guidance on Climate Change Allowances for Flood Risk 
Assessments 

2.2.3 Previously, guidance for climate change allowances for FRAs has included a +20% allowance 
for peak river flows and +30% allowance for peak rainfall, tested to the 100 year design event.  

2.2.4 New guidance was issued in February 2016 that gives different allowances according to river 
basin, development flood risk vulnerability classification, and development life time and flood 
zone. Further information can be found here:  

 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances 

2.2.5 For residential properties (“more vulnerable” land use) in Flood Zone 1 in the Anglian region, 
no guidance is given for increases in river flows. A 20% and 40% increase in peak rainfall 
intensity should be assessed.    

DEFRA Non-Statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage 
Systems 

2.2.6 This document sets out non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems, 
published in March 2015. These standards will be adopted as a requirement within the 
emerging South Cambridgeshire Local Plan (see Section 2.3.7 below). Further detail can be 
found here: 

 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/415773/su
stainable-drainage-technical-standards.pdf 

2.2.7 The document specifies peak flow and volume control requirements, and requirements for 
management of flood waters in excess of the design standard.   

Building Regulations 

2.2.8 The Building Regulations Act (2010) part H3 includes the requirement for adequate drainage 
of rainwater from buildings, to be discharged to soakaway or infiltration system, watercourse 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/site-specific-flood-risk-assessment-checklist/
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/site-specific-flood-risk-assessment-checklist/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-for-planning-applications
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-in-flood-zone-1-and-critical-drainage-areas
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-in-flood-zone-1-and-critical-drainage-areas
http://watermaps.environment-agency.gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/415773/sustainable-drainage-technical-standards.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/415773/sustainable-drainage-technical-standards.pdf
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or sewer (in order of priority). Practical guidance is included in the Building Regulations 2010 
Approved Document H (drainage and waste disposal). Relevant websites include:  

 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/drainage-and-waste-disposal-approved-
document-h 

CIRIA SuDS Manual (C753) 

2.2.9 The CIRIA SuDS Manual (2015) is a non-statutory guidance document covering the planning, 
construction and maintenance of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) to assist with their 
effective implementation in new and existing developments. The information is a compendium 
of good practice based on existing guidance, research and practical experience. The manual 
can be viewed online here:  

 http://www.ciria.org/Resources/Free_publications/SuDS_manual_C753.aspx 

2.3 Local Policy and Guidance for Planning Applications 

Adopted Local Plan and Supplementary Planning Documents 

2.3.1 The Adopted Development Plan for South Cambridgeshire is a suite of documents and 
planning policies that have been statutorily adopted, between 2007 and 2012.  

2.3.2 Parts of the site (Poors Well and Former Ornamental Pond) are included in the Adopted Local 
Plan as Protected Village Amenity Area (Policy CH/6) within Fulbourn.   

2.3.3 With regards to flooding, Policy NE/11 in the Development Control Policies DPD states that “in 
relation to flood risk, applications for planning permission will be judged against national 
policy”.  

 https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/development-control-policies-dpd 

2.3.4 The South Cambridgeshire District Council have adopted (2010) a District Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) which provides further detail to policies in the 
adopted Development Plan Documents. In Chapter 8, guidance is provided on the use of 
SuDS and adaption to climate change:   

 https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/district-design-guide-spd 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

2.3.5 A Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) was prepared by South Cambridgeshire 
District Council and Cambridge City Council in 2010. The study assesses flood risk from all 
types of flooding in the district, taking into account potential climate change. Guidance is 
provided on the requirements for site-specific Flood Risk Assessments and the design of 
SuDS.  The SFRA includes specific recommendations relating to flood risk at Fulbourn (items 
4.16.6 and 11.2.1).  

 https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/strategic-flood-risk-assessment-september-2010 

Cambridgeshire County Council Surface Water Management Plan  

2.3.6 A county-wide Surface Water Management Plan has been prepared by Cambridgeshire 
County Council (updated 2014) to collate and review flood incident reports, review national 
surface water flood risk mapping and make recommendations for wetspot prioritisation for 
further investigation. Fulbourn is included as a wetspot at risk of surface water flooding:  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/drainage-and-waste-disposal-approved-document-h
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/drainage-and-waste-disposal-approved-document-h
http://www.ciria.org/Resources/Free_publications/SuDS_manual_C753.aspx
https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/development-control-policies-dpd
https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/district-design-guide-spd
https://www.scambs.gov.uk/content/strategic-flood-risk-assessment-september-2010
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 http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/info/20099/planning_and_development/49/water_mine
rals_and_waste/2 

Emerging Local Plan and Supplementary Planning Documents 

2.3.7 A new Local Plan is in preparation by South Cambridgeshire District Council. Examinations of 
the proposed plan began in November 2014, followed by proposed modifications and 
consultations in 2015, and submission of an amended plan in March 2016. Further information 
on the emerging Local Plan can be found here: 

 https://www.scambs.gov.uk/services/emerging-local-plan 

2.3.8 The site is included in the emerging Local Plan as a new Local Green Space (Policy NH/12). 

2.3.9 With regards to flooding and drainage, the emerging Local Plan includes the following 
proposed policies:  

 Policy CC/1: Planning permission will only be granted for proposals that demonstrate and 
embed the principles of climate change mitigation and adaptation into the development. 
Applicants must submit a Sustainability Statement to demonstrate how these principles 
have been embedded into the proposal.  

 Policy CC/8: Development proposals must incorporate appropriate sustainable surface 
water drainage systems appropriate to the nature of the site. Development proposals will 
be required to demonstrate that:  

o Surface water drainage schemes will comply with the Sustainable Drainage Systems: 
Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems, and the 
Cambridgeshire Flood and Water Supplementary Planning Document or successor 
documents. 

o Opportunities have been taken to integrate sustainable drainage with the 
development, create amenity, enhance biodiversity, and contribute to a network of 
green and blue open space.  

o Surface water is managed close to its source and on the surface where it is 
practicable to do so.  

o Maximum use has been made of low land take drainage measures such as rain water 
recycling, green roofs, permeable surfaces and water butts.  

o Appropriate pollution control measures have been incorporated, including multiple 
component treatment trains.  

o Arrangements have been established for the whole life management and 
maintenance of surface water drainage systems.   

 Policy CC/9: In order to minimise flood risk, development will only be permitted where:  

o The sequential and exception tests established by the National Planning Policy 
Framework demonstrate that the development is acceptable (where required).  

o For undeveloped sites, floor levels are 300mm above the 1 in 100 year flood level plus 
an allowance for climate change where appropriate, and/or 300mm above adjacent 
highway levels where appropriate.  

http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/info/20099/planning_and_development/49/water_minerals_and_waste/2
http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/info/20099/planning_and_development/49/water_minerals_and_waste/2
https://www.scambs.gov.uk/services/emerging-local-plan
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o Suitable flood protection / mitigation measures are incorporated as appropriate to the 
level and nature of flood risk, which can be satisfactorily implemented to ensure safe 
occupation, access and egress. Management and maintenance plans will be required, 
including arrangements for adoption by any public authority or statutory undertaker 
and any other arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme throughout its 
lifetime.  

o There would be no increase to flood risk elsewhere, and opportunities to reduce flood 
risk elsewhere have been explored and taken (where appropriate), including limiting 
discharge of surface water (post development volume and peak rate) to natural 
greenfield rates or lower.  

o The destination of discharge obeys the following priority order: firstly to ground via 
infiltration; then to a water body; then to a surface water sewer. Discharge to a foul or 
combined sewer is unacceptable.  

o Site specific Flood Risk Assessments (FRAs), appropriate to the scale and nature of 
the development and the risks involved, and which take account of future climate 
change, will be required for the following:  

 Development proposals over 1ha in size 

 Any other development proposals in Flood Zones 2 and 3 

 Any other development proposals in Flood Zone 1 where evidence, in 
particular the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment or Surface Water 
Management Plans indicate there are records of historic flooding or other 
sources of flooding, and/or a need for more detailed analysis.  

o FRAs will need to meet national standards and local guidance, including the 
recommendations of the South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge City Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment (2010) and the Phase 1 and 2 Water Cycle Strategy or successor 
documents.  

2.3.10 A Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is being prepared by Cambridgeshire County 
Council in conjunction with the other Cambridgeshire local planning authorities to provide 
guidance on the approach that should be taken to design developments to manage and 
mitigate flood risk and include sustainable drainage systems. The plan was consulted on in 
2015 and will be adopted with the Local Plan. Further information on the draft SPD can be 
found here:  

 https://www.cambridge.gov.uk/cambridgeshire-flood-and-water-spd 

 

https://www.cambridge.gov.uk/cambridgeshire-flood-and-water-spd
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3 Flood Risk Assessment Review 
3.1 Requirements 

3.1.1 Following the DEFRA/EA Flood Risk Assessment guidance for a development of more than 1 
ha in Flood Zone 1 (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-in-flood-zone-1-and-
critical-drainage-areas), an FRA for this site should include: 

a. Research to obtain flood risk information from the EA, LLFA, SFRA and Local Plan.  

b. Prepare plans and survey (existing and proposed) 

c. Assess risk to the development from a flood, including consideration of flooding from all 
sources.  

d. Consider climate change.  

e. Assess surface water run-off and make plans for managing surface water run-off to 
ensure no increase in rate and volume post-development.  

3.1.2 This review focuses on how well the FRA addresses items (c) to (e) above, to highlight areas 
where we consider further work is needed to address flood risk and drainage issues at the 
site.   

3.2 Flood Risk to the Development 

3.2.1 We consider there to be three main sources of flood risk to the site:  

i. Flood risk from the central watercourse (an award drain maintained by the District 
Council).  

ii. Flood risk from surface water run-off from adjacent land.  

iii. Flood risk from groundwater sources.  

Flood risk from the central award drain 

3.2.2 The central award drain appears to be the main watercourse through the site. There are no 
Flood Zones mapped for the drain on the EA planning portal and the site is therefore 
categorised Flood Zone 1. However, this does not mean that there is no flood risk from the 
drain. The EA Flood Zones on Cawdle Ditch to the north appear to have an abrupt termination 
potentially indicating the limit of modelling undertaken to date. 

3.2.3 At present the FRA does not assess flood risk from this drain. The FRA reports anecdotal 
information that the drain is fed by a spring via a 750 mm culvert to the south of the site. No 
further investigation has been made regarding the catchment draining to this watercourse, its 
potential flood flows or conveyance capacity.   

3.2.4 We would recommend the following work be undertaken to support the planning application:  

 Consultation with the EA to confirm whether this drain has been included in the Flood 
Zone modelling to date.  

 CCTV survey or similar to investigate the length, source and connections to the 750 mm 
culvert at the head of the drain.  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-in-flood-zone-1-and-critical-drainage-areas
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessment-in-flood-zone-1-and-critical-drainage-areas
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 Estimation of the drain’s catchment, using LiDAR data to define the catchment draining to 
the ditch in conjunction with the information found on the culvert connections and a local 
site review of local drains in the village (e.g. drains on Teversham and Hinton Roads). 

 Estimation of peak flows for the 1% annual flood (100 year return period), following EA 
flow estimation guidelines and noting the high uncertainty in flow estimates for small 
urbanised permeable catchments.   

 Comparison of peak flows against channel bank-full capacity.  

 If the above comparison indicates drain capacity and freeboard is lacking, hydraulic 
modelling of the drain within the site should be undertaken, to downstream of the railway 
crossing, to identify standard of protection and risk of flooding. This model should include 
the award drain running along the southern boundary of the western section of the site. A 
steady-state model of peak flows would be sufficient to quantify this flood risk.      

3.2.5 We do not consider hydraulic modelling at this small scale to be an onerous task. We also 
note that hydraulic modelling of this watercourse is recommended in the SFRA.  

Flood risk from surface water run-off from adjacent land 

3.2.6 The EA surface water flood risk maps indicate a significant proportion of the site is at risk of 
surface water flooding. This is acknowledged in the FRA and the proposed site layout locates 
development away from areas of high risk.  

3.2.7 We consider a quantitative assessment necessary to appraise the risk and evaluate the 
impact of the development on existing flow routes through the site. Information on flood depths 
and velocities is available from the EA and could be referred to as a first stage. However we 
would recommend further work be carried out to quantify the risk of surface water run-off on 
site, accurately map depths and velocities, and demonstrate viability of mitigation solutions to 
support the planning application:  

 Construction of a 2D model of the site and surrounding areas from which surface water 
run-off will enter the site. Site survey and available LiDAR data should be used and the 
EA surface water flood modelling standards applied.  

 Estimation of rainfall and flows entering the site.  

 Mapping of existing flood risk across the site, in terms of flood depths and velocities.  

 Amending the model to represent post-development ground topography and buildings, 
and demonstrating that the surface water flooding can be routed safely through the site 
with no detrimental impacts elsewhere and without adversely affecting the operation of 
the bioretention balancing ponds.  

3.2.8 We note that the draft Cambridgeshire Flood and Water Supplementary Planning Document 
(Sept 2015), which will be adopted with the Local Plan anticipated 2017, states that 
developers need to be able to accurately demonstrate the timings, velocities and depths of 
water inundation to their site for all sources of flood risk, and may need to undertake detailed 
modelling for which the scope of works should be discussed with the EA and LLFA. Any 
proposals to modify ground levels must demonstrate that there is no increase in flood risk to 
the development itself or to any existing property elsewhere.   

Flood risk from groundwater sources 

3.2.9 Groundwater flooding occurs when the water table rises and reaches ground level. High 
groundwater levels are therefore a potential indicator of groundwater flood risk. There is 
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limited information available on groundwater flood risk and little guidance on how it should be 
assessed. Groundwater flooding can occur days or weeks after heavy or prolonged rainfall 
and can occur for a long time (several weeks).  

3.2.10 The FRA acknowledges the potential risk of groundwater flooding due to the site geology and 
position relative to local terrain. However, it concludes that groundwater is not a significant 
threat on the basis of two summer groundwater readings. We consider this insufficient 
evidence on which to assess groundwater levels, as groundwater levels typically display 
significant seasonal and annual fluctuations, and levels are likely to be highest in winter 
months. We would recommend ongoing monitoring of borehole levels to provide more 
confidence in the FRA’s assessment of groundwater flood risk. This could include calibration 
to a local borehole record with a longer history, and comparison against observed site flooding 
in the past (e.g. photographs by villagers in 2012 and 2014) to assess whether groundwater 
flooding or soil waterlogging is the primary cause. These observations should be included to 
support the planning application for the site.    

3.3 Potential Impacts of Climate Change 

3.3.1 It is essential that FRA’s consider the potential impacts of climate change on flood risk. The 
guidance at the time of production of the FRA included a 20% allowance for peak river flows 
and 30% allowance for rainfall.  

3.3.2 While the FRA includes a 30% allowance in the sizing of the bioretention balancing ponds, no 
consideration of the potential impacts of climate change on flood risk to the site has been 
made.  

3.3.3 We note that guidance has now changed to new allowances for river flows and rainfall (see 
Section 2.2). We would recommend that the assessments of drain flow, surface water flood 
risk and groundwater flood risk include full consideration of the potential impact of climate 
change to support the planning application for this site.   

3.4 Managing Surface Water Run-Off 

3.4.1 Surface water run-off generated by a development due to increase in impermeable surfaces 
must be released to groundwater via infiltration, or released to local watercourses at 
equivalent rates and volumes to greenfield run-off. 

3.4.2 The FRA proposes three “bioretention” balancing ponds to capture surface water run-off and 
release it at greenfield rates. While this principle is acceptable, we have the following 
concerns regarding the proposed design and calculations:  

 The estimated peak flood levels give less than 300mm freeboard to ground levels. A 
maximum level and discussion of freeboard requirements has not been included in the 
FRA.  

 The calculations do not identify a “critical storm” as the maximum duration evaluated (7 
days) gives the largest storage volume requirement: a longer storm duration might 
require a larger volume. The calculations have not been reviewed to understand why 
such a long duration is critical and undertake a ‘reality check’ on the calculation 
parameters.  

 No consideration has been given to drain down times and provision of storage for a 
sequence of storm events. As the half drain times exceed 7 days, additional storage may 
be needed to allow for a second storm event.  

 No explanation is given in the FRA as to why long term storage cannot be provided at this 
particular site to limit volume of discharge. 
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 The FRA refers to the potential for infiltration from the bioretention basins. However these 
will require lining due to the shallow depth to groundwater, to prevent seepage of 
groundwater into the basins and loss of storage volume, and potential contamination of 
the groundwater by runoff. There will therefore be no infiltration from the basins.    

 No consideration has been given to the practical issues regarding very low runoff rates, 
including accuracy of flow rate control and vulnerability to sedimentation and clogging. 

 No consideration has been given to flow routes in events more extreme (exceedance 
levels) than those for which the drainage system is designed.     

3.4.3 We would recommend further work to review and improve the surface water management 
plan to support the planning application for this site as follows:  

 Consultation with the LLFA to agree acceptable greenfield run-off rates and volumes for 
the site.  

 Site ground investigations to explore options for SuDS measures.  

 Design of surface water balancing features to meet current best practice guidelines, 
including consideration of freeboard, depth and levels, storm durations and drain-down 
times, requirements for pond lining, design of outflow orifice and conveyance of more 
extreme flood events. 

 Consideration of how the surface water drainage system will operate when the site is 
suffering surface water flooding due to run-off from adjacent land.    

3.4.4 We note that Cambridgeshire County Council provide guidance on surface water drainage 
strategies including checklists and proforma, and would suggest these are used to support the 
planning application.  
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4 Possible Mitigation Measures 
4.1 Flood Risk 

4.1.1 The site is potentially at risk of flooding from the local drains, surface water run-off and 
groundwater. As these risks have not yet been fully assessed, it is not possible to identify 
mitigation measures with any certainty. Potential mitigation measures are discussed below but 
with no guarantee as to their effectiveness for this site.  

Flood Risk from Local Drains 

4.1.2 If the local drains are found to pose a flood risk, mitigation measures could include: 

 Locating development outside the area of flood risk.  

 Increasing drain capacity to contain floods in channel, for example through widening or 
creation of a two-stage channel. The design would have to ensure no increase in flood 
risk elsewhere. 

 Providing on-line or off-line storage basins at key locations to capture flood water and 
release at rates that stay in-bank downstream.  

 Construction of flood embankments alongside the channel. This is not considered a 
preferable solution due to increased risk of flooding if the embankments should breach 
and due to the potential increase in flood risk downstream. 

 Raising ground levels to lift development above the estimated flood level. This is not 
considered a preferable solution due to the potential increase on flood risk downstream, 
and compensatory floodplain storage may need to be provided.   

Flood Risk from Surface Water Run-Off 

4.1.3 Surface water run-off onto the site from adjacent land is known to pose a flood risk. It would 
not be acceptable to prevent this water from entering the site as this would increase flood risk 
to adjacent land. Possible mitigation measures could include: 

 Locating development outside the area of flood risk.  

 Reshaping the topography of the site to capture and direct flood flows safely through the 
site and away from development, for example through a perimeter drain network of 
adequate capacity, without increasing flood risk elsewhere. 

Flood Risk from Groundwater 

4.1.4 Engineering solutions to mitigate groundwater flooding are limited because of the large 
volumes of water and spatial areas involved, and because it is not contained or channelled.  

 The opportunity to reduce flooding by pumping groundwater will be very site-specific, 
depending on the nature of the local aquifer. There may be significant logistical problems 
with installation, design and operation as well as discharging the flow downstream.  

 Reshaping the topography of the site to divert flow of water at the surface away from 
development. This would require high points in the groundwater table to be identified to 
plan potential sources areas and flow paths.   
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 Raising ground floor levels and providing household level flood protection and resilience 
measures (including non-return valves on plumbing systems and sumps for pumping) 
could provide a further level of protection against groundwater flooding.  

4.2 Surface Water Management 

4.2.1 It is the responsibility of the developer to identify a suitable surface water management 
scheme to mitigate increases in surface water run-off due to the development.  

4.2.2 Due to the high groundwater table we would agree that infiltration-based systems are unlikely 
to be successful and attenuation-based balancing pond facilities should be used instead. 
However, the low run-off rates of permeable soils can result in very large volumes estimated 
for balancing ponds. We would recommend early discussions with the LLFA to agree a 
suitable approach to agreeing acceptable runoff rates, volumes and storage requirements.  

4.2.3 We would support the FRA’s aim of using surface features to convey flows to the ponds via 
rills or swales. These will allow a shallow depth in the balancing pond, improve water quality 
and ecological and amenity value.  
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Appendix A  PBA Technical Audit of FRA 



Technical audit of Flood Risk Assessment for Land at Teversham Road, Fulbourn, Cambridgeshire 

Flood Risk from Watercourses 

The site is shown in Flood Zone 1 on the EA maps and is therefore not considered to be at risk of 
flooding from a river with catchment greater than 3 km2.  

However, a number of ditches cross the site, principally the Award Drain flowing northwards 
through the centre of the site, fed by a 750 mm diameter pipe (ref. Paragraph 1.14).  No assessment 
has been made of the catchment draining to this Drain, and its potential flows and levels in the 100 
year, 100 year plus climate change and 1000 year events.  

The FEH CD-Rom provides a first estimate of catchment boundaries, which indicates it is less than 
0.5 km2 (ref. Paragraph 1.15). The FEH CD-Rom can be inaccurate at small scales as it is based on a 
50 m scale grid. The Environment Agency’s Flood Estimation Guidelines (OI 197_08, pages 26 - 27) 
recommend that catchment boundaries are checked and improved using OS maps, digital elevation 
models and local knowledge.    

Considering the catchment properties, the geology is very permeable (SPRHOST = 4.8) and heavily 
urbanised (URBEXT2000 = 0.2475). This indicates that there are potentially two very different 
mechanisms which could cause flooding from the Award Drain onto the development site:  

1. Hydrogeological processes relating to regional and local groundwater levels and subsurface 
flow routes. The FRA notes that the Award Drain is thought to be fed by a spring (ref. 
Paragraph 1.14), however no assessment has been made of the potential subsurface 
groundwater catchment and the resulting flows to the drain. Subsurface groundwater 
catchments can be much larger than the surface topographical catchment, and should be 
assessed using hydrogeological maps rather than using the FEH CD-Rom. The Environment 
Agency’s Flood Estimation Guidelines provide a number of recommendations for assessing 
floods in permeable catchments (pages 99 – 102). In general, these processes would result 
in long duration large volume floods.       
 

2. Urban runoff processes relating to the local surface water drainage. The drainage of urban 
areas in Fulbourn is unclear. The FRA notes that there are no local surface water sewers 
adopted by Anglian Water (ref. Paragraph 2.6), however there may be other local sewers 
owned by individual landowners, or the district or county council for highways drainage. For 
example, the Award Drain is fed by a 750 mm diameter pipe (ref. Paragraph 1.14), however 
the length of this pipe and connections to it are unknown. As the geology is permeable it is 
possible that many of the existing developments in Fulbourn drain to soakaway, however 
some may discharge directly to local ditches or unadopted culverts. If connected to the 
development site, the urban runoff could result in sudden very flashy high levels in the 
Award Drain.  

As the catchment of the Award Drain is small, permeable and heavily urbanised, there is likely to be 
very high uncertainty in flow estimates and water levels in the 100 year, 100 year plus climate 
change and 1000 year events. Nevertheless, an assessment of potential flows against channel 
capacity should be made to allow flood risk from this watercourse to be fully accounted for. 



The Award Drain exits the site via a culvert underneath the railway. No assessment has been made 
of the culvert capacity and its potential impact on flood risk from the Award Drain.     

The South Cambridgeshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) does not hold any further fluvial 
flood risk information for the site but does recommend that hydraulic modelling be undertaken for 
this area (SFRA paragraph 4.16.6) to provide a clearer understanding of the detailed nature of fluvial 
flood risk to areas north of Fulbourn. This has not been undertaken for the site-specific FRA.   

Flood Risk from Surface Water 

Surface water flooding is caused by rainfall exceeding the infiltration capacity of the soil and the 
local drainage network capacity, leading to overland flow driven by topography. The Environment 
Agency’s surface water flood risk maps show that the site is at risk of surface water flooding, varying 
in risk from very low to high according to the site topography.  

While the FRA notes the possibility for surface water flooding on the site from adjacent areas (ref. 
Paragraph 2.3), there is no assessment of the potential frequency or volume of this flooding. 

Planning guidance advocates a risk-based approach to the location of development, aiming to steer 
new development towards areas with the lowest probability of flooding. Considering the risk of 
flooding, the Environment Agency uses the following categories:  

1. Very low – chance of flooding of less than 1 in 1000 
2. Low – chance of flooding between 1 in 1000 and 1 in 100 (equivalent to Flood Zone 2) 
3. Medium – chance of flooding between 1 in 100 and 1 in 30 (equivalent to Flood Zone 3) 
4. High – chance of flooding greater than 1 in 30 (equivalent to Flood Zone 3b) 

A significant proportion of the development site lies within the equivalent categories of Flood Zone 
2, 3 and 3b for surface water flood risk. While the FRA states that “the surface water flood risk 
shown on EA mapping will be addressed by maintaining space for potential floodwater within the 
layout and setting finished floor levels 300 mm above ground levels” (ref. Paragraph 4.2), there is no 
quantitative assessment of the volume of existing flooding to show that it can be safely stored within 
the proposed site layout. There is also no quantitative assessment of the potential impact of the 
development on surface water routes onto, through and out of the site.   

The potential effects of climate change include an increase in peak rainfall, and the national 
precautionary sensitivity range is +30% for a 100 year development lifetime. The potential impacts 
of this on surface water flood risk have not been considered in the FRA.  

Flood Risk from Groundwater 

The site is potentially at risk of flooding from high groundwater levels due to its topographic and 
hydrogeological location. The FRA includes site borehole data from June and July 2014 which 
indicate a design groundwater level of 0.67 m below ground level (ref. Paragraph 2.5). However, the 
borehole records included in Appendix A suggest a potential pattern of highest groundwater levels in 
winter months. The annual hydrograph for the nearest downstream gauging station, Quy Water at 
Lode (Station 33056, Centre for Ecology and Hydrology National River Flow Archive), which is 
strongly groundwater dependent, also indicates lower levels in the summer months. A longer site 



monitoring period to include winter months would give more confidence in this assessment of 
groundwater flood risk.  

Site observations and local knowledge indicate that the land is frequently waterlogged, evidenced by 
photographs in 2012 and 2014. The planning application’s Phase 1 habitat survey notes areas of 
marshy grassland with Common Reed and Rushes which also indicate high groundwater levels.  

The potential effects of climate change on groundwater levels are uncertain, however no 
consideration has been given to this in the FRA.  

Management of Site Run-Off 

The FRA proposes to mitigate increases in surface water run-off from the site via balancing ponds 
limiting outflows to the greenfield runoff rate. The balancing ponds have been designed to have a 
maximum depth of 0.6 m. However, the MicroDrainage simulations included in the Appendix 
indicate that the design is unsatisfactory.  

Although the ponds have been sized to contain a long duration storm (albeit with levels within 300 
mm of overtopping, hence flagged as ‘flood risk’), the drain down times are very long (half drain 
time exceeds 7 days), and this means that the ponds would not be able to attenuate a series of 
storms.   

The FRA states that “as the discharge from the site is being limited to the annual greenfield rate, 
long term storage is not required” (ref. Paragraph 3.7). This is incorrect, the CIRIA SUDS manual 
states that long term storage should be provided to limit the volume of discharge in addition to 
attenuation storage for the peak discharge.   

The FRA states that infiltration will occur from the ponds. However, the CIRIA SUDS manual states 
that the seasonally high groundwater table must be at least 1m below the base of the facility. If the 
ponds are not lined, it is highly likely that groundwater will percolate into the ponds and reduce the 
available storage for surface water run-off from the development.  
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Appendix B  Cannon Response 
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Appendix C  Planning Application Decision 
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Appendix D  Detailed Response to Cannon Comments 

PBA comment (7/1/2015) Cannon Reply (23/1/2015) PBA comment (20/7/2016) 

The site is shown in Flood Zone 
1 on the EA maps and is 
therefore not considered to be 
at risk of flooding from a river 
with catchment greater than 3 
km2. However, a number of 
ditches cross the site, 
principally the Award Drain 
flowing northwards through the 
centre of the site. This ditch is 
fed by a 750 mm diameter pipe 
at Poors Well (ref. Paragraph 
1.14).  No assessment has been 
made in the FRA of the 
catchment draining to this 
Drain, and its potential flows 
and levels in the 100 year, 100 
year plus climate change and 
1000 year events.  

As stated in the FRA, according 
to local knowledge (gleaned 
during the two public 
consultation events) the 
750mm diameter pipe conveys 
flows from a local spring to the 
Award Drain.  The report that 
the Award Drain at this point is 
groundwater fed is consistent 
with the water quality in the 
Award Drain.  The source of the 
spring will either be the 
Totternhoe Stone which lies 
over the Chalk Marl (on which 
the site sits) and beneath the 
Zig Zag Chalk, or the Chalk Marl 
itself.  The Totternhoe Stone is 
a water bearing strata which 
forms springs at its junction 
with the Chalk Marl. The 
Totternhoe Stone has a limited 
outcrop and recharge will 
therefore primarily receive 
water via rainfall percolating 
through the overlying beds (the 
Zig Zag Chalk in the area).  
Although the element of base 
flow associated with the spring 
will vary over time it is 
unrealistic to infer that flows 
from the spring would increase 
to a point which would 
overwhelm the Award Drain. 

The report refers to anecdotal 
evidence provided at the public 
consultations that the culvert is 
spring fed. However, flood risk 
should be evaluated using 
robust data-based evidence, 
such as CCTV survey of the 
culvert to determine 
connections (e.g. to local 
highway drains) and possible 
catchment flows.  
 
While the drain may be 
predominantly groundwater fed 
for the majority of the time, 
under extreme 100 year rainfall 
conditions, flows from the 
urban areas of Fulbourn could 
enter it, depending on the 
culvert connections. These 
flows should be estimated and 
compared to drain capacity to 
evaluate flood risk from this 
drain.  
 
A preliminary approach could 
be to use the catchment given 
by the FEH CD-Rom and 
estimate flows for that 
catchment, and compare 
against channel capacity based 
on the topographic survey of 
the drains. This preliminary 
comparison could easily be 
achieved using hand-
calculations based on 
Manning's equation, without 
requiring hydraulic modelling of 
the watercourse.        
 
However it would also be 
acceptable at outline planning 
stage to note this uncertainty 
and undertake further detailed 
investigations of the culvert 
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PBA comment (7/1/2015) Cannon Reply (23/1/2015) PBA comment (20/7/2016) 

catchment and drainage at the 
detailed planning stage.  

The Flood Estimation Handbook 
(FEH) CD-Rom provides a first 
estimate of catchment 
boundaries, which indicates it is 
less than 0.5 km2 (ref. 
Paragraph 1.15). The FEH CD-
Rom can be inaccurate at small 
scales as it is based on a 50 m 
scale grid. The Environment 
Agency’s Flood Estimation 
Guidelines (OI 197_08, pages 26 
- 27) recommend that 
catchment boundaries are 
checked and improved using OS 
maps, digital elevation models 
and local knowledge. The FRA 
presents no evidence that 
catchment boundaries have 
been checked. 

The FEH catchment figures are 
included in the FRA purely by 
way of a comparison between 
the three catchments which 
include Fulbourn.  Were the 
FEH catchment data to have 
been employed in a model then 
the criticism would be valid, 
however it is suitable for a 
comparison of catchment sizes. 

There is some discrepancy 
between paragraph 1.14 and 
the previous Cannon comment 
which refers to the culvert 
being spring fed and having 
minimal inflows from surface 
water, compared to paragraph 
1.15 which includes the FEH 
catchment plans and refers to a 
catchment size, implying there 
is an overland catchment 
feeding the drain.  
 
We suggest the FEH data should 
be used to estimate potential 
flows, depending on culvert 
connections, as above, and 
recommend a review of the 
catchment boundary in line 
with our original comment.   

Considering the catchment 
properties, the geology is very 
permeable and heavily 
urbanised. This indicates that 
there are potentially two very 
different mechanisms which 
could cause flooding from the 
Award Drain onto the 
development site:  
1.    Hydrogeological processes 
relating to regional and local 
groundwater levels and 
subsurface flow routes. The 
FRA notes that the Award Drain 
is thought to be fed by a spring 
(ref. Paragraph 1.14); however 
no assessment has been made 
of the potential subsurface 
groundwater catchment and 
the resulting flows to the drain. 
Subsurface groundwater 
catchments can be much larger 
than the surface topographical 
catchment, and should be 
assessed using hydrogeological 
maps rather than using the FEH 

The FEH digital terrain model 
was not used to assess the 
groundwater hydrology.  The 
groundwater catchment can be 
considered as the Lower Chalk 
(from various geological maps 
and reports and general 
knowledge). 

We refer to our original 
comment of "no assessment 
has been made of the potential 
subsurface groundwater 
catchment and the resulting 
flows to the drain". Peak flows 
should be assessed following EA 
guidelines.   
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CD-Rom. The Environment 
Agency’s Flood Estimation 
Guidelines provide a number of 
recommendations for assessing 
floods in permeable catchments 
(OI 197_08, pages 99 – 102). In 
general, these processes would 
result in long duration large 
volume floods.  
2. Urban runoff processes 
relating to the local surface 
water drainage. The drainage 
of urban areas in Fulbourn is 
unclear. The FRA notes that 
there are no local surface water 
sewers adopted by Anglian 
Water (ref. Paragraph 2.6), 
however there may be other 
local sewers owned by 
individual landowners, or the 
district or county council for 
highways drainage. For 
example, the Award Drain is fed 
by a 750 mm diameter pipe 
(ref. Paragraph 1.14), however 
the length of this pipe and 
connections to it are unknown. 
As the geology is permeable it is 
possible that many of the 
existing developments in 
Fulbourn drain to soakaway, 
however some may discharge 
directly to local ditches or 
unadopted culverts. If 
connected to the development 
site, the urban runoff could 
result in sudden very flashy high 
water levels in the Award Drain. 
Urban runoff is known to 
discharge to the ditch to the 
south of the site 

As discussed, the 750mm 
diameter pipe conveys 
groundwater flows to the 
Award Drain. A trace of the pipe 
would be undertaken as part of 
the later stage works to inform 
development of the indicative 
layout to a point where it can 
be fixed. 

We agree that investigations 
into the source of the pipe and 
its connections will be required 
as planning progresses towards 
detailed design. A CCTV survey 
would provide information on 
connections and condition, 
allowing assessment of flows 
and flood risk downstream.  

As the catchment of the Award 
Drain is small, permeable and 
heavily urbanised, there is likely 
to be very high uncertainty in 
flow estimates and water levels 
in the 100 year, 100 year plus 
climate change and 1000 year 

This is a comment on the 
technicalities of modelling, it is 
not a separate point to the 
suggestion that a model should 
be carried out. 

Assessment of flows against 
channel capacity does not 
require modelling; a 
preliminary comparison of a 
100 year flow estimate against 
bank full channel capacity could 
be undertaken by hand 
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events. Nevertheless, an 
assessment of potential flows 
against channel capacity should 
have been made to allow flood 
risk from this watercourse to be 
taken into account.  

applying Manning's equation to 
the channel dimensions, 
roughness and slope. Should 
this suggest lack of capacity and 
freeboard, steady-state 
modelling of the channel would 
not be onerous.  

The Award Drain exits the site 
via a culvert underneath the 
railway (size not discussed in 
FRA). No assessment has been 
made of the culvert capacity 
and its potential impact on 
flood risk from the Award 
Drain. If the culvert throttles 
flows resulting in storage of 
floodwaters on the 
development site, there may be 
a localised flood risk or risk to 
the stability of the railway 
embankment.  

Again, this is not a separate 
point to the general comment 
that the objectors consider that 
a model of the Award Drain 
should be carried out. 

As above, assessment of culvert 
capacity does not require 
hydraulic modelling. A visual 
assessment of culvert size 
relative to channel capacity 
may be sufficient if the crossing 
is large and clear span. 
Alternatively, peak culvert 
capacity can be looked up in HR 
Wallingford's "Tables for the 
hydraulic design of pipes, 
sewers and channels" based on 
an equivalent standard design 
and compared to estimated 
flood flows.  

The South Cambridgeshire 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA) does not hold any 
further fluvial flood risk 
information for the site but 
does recommend that hydraulic 
modelling be undertaken for 
this area (SFRA paragraph 
4.16.6) to provide a clearer 
understanding of the detailed 
nature of fluvial flood risk to 
areas north of Fulbourn. We 
would support this view, but 
this has not been undertaken 
by the applicant in this FRA 

Section 11 of the Level 1 2010 
SFRA (Recommendations) goes 
on to explain the comments 
made in Section 4 (Level 1 Data 
Collection and Review) and 
states that:  'Based on 
development proposals, Flood 
Zones 2 &3 should be modelled 
along watercourses to the 
north and east of Fulbourn; 
north, west and east of West 
Wratting; and to the south of 
Gamlingay.  This modelling 
should replace the existing EA 
Flood Zones in these areas and 
should be based on 
requirements of PPS25'.                  
 
From the wording it is fair to 
conclude (with the caveat that 
it is obviously open to the 
interpretation of the reader) 
that the watercourses to the 
north and east of Fulbourn to 
which the SFRA refers are those 
lengths with associated Flood 

We consider the statement 
"Flood Zones 2 & 3 should be 
modelled along watercourses 
to the north … of Fulbourn" to 
be clear and not open to 
interpretation by the reader.  
 
We would recommend 
clarification to be sought from 
SCDC regarding their intention 
to follow the recommendations 
of their SFRA.  
 
We note that the EA are no 
longer statutory consultees for 
flood risk from Award Drains 
and instead Cambridge County 
Council as Lead Local Flood 
Authority are statutory 
consultees (as of April 2015).  
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Zones rather than the length of 
the Award Drain on the site. 
Although Flood Zone 1 (all areas 
not shown as Zone 3 or 2) is 
technically a Flood Zone it 
would not usually be referred 
to as something which would 
be modelled and replaced.  It is 
worth noting that neither the 
EA nor South Cambridgeshire 
District Council cited the Level 1 
2010 SFRA as reason for refusal 
(or concern). 

Surface water flooding is 
caused by rainfall exceeding the 
infiltration capacity of the soil 
and the local drainage network 
capacity, leading to overland 
flow driven by topography. The 
Environment Agency’s surface 
water flood risk maps show that 
the site is at risk of surface 
water flooding, varying in risk 
from very low to high according 
to the site topography. While 
the FRA notes the possibility for 
surface water flooding on the 
site from adjacent areas (ref. 
Paragraph 2.3), there is no 
assessment of the potential 
frequency or volume of this 
flooding. 

Paragraph 018 of the Planning 
Practice Guidance web-based 
recourse discusses the 
sequential risk-based approach 
at two scales, with regards to 
the plan making process, in 
conjunction with the Sequential 
Test, and with regards to 
general development of a site 
(although this is not explicit in 
the wording of the paragraph).  
The smaller scale application of 
the risk-based approach to 
development (i.e. within a 
specific site boundary) is 
relevant to this site and has 
been followed by setting the 
indicative development parcels 
towards the edges of the 
development. 

We refer to our original 
comment of "there is no 
assessment of the potential 
frequency or volume of this 
flooding". We note that surface 
water depth, velocity and 
frequency information can be 
obtained from the Environment 
Agency's "Risk of Flooding from 
Surface Water" online maps. 
Simple 2D modelling of the 
catchment would also allow 
runoff volumes on the site to be 
assessed at the detailed 
application stage.  

Planning guidance advocates a 
risk-based approach to the 
location of development, 
aiming to steer new 
development towards areas 
with the lowest probability of 
flooding. Considering the risk of 
flooding, the Environment 
Agency uses the following 
categories:  
 
1. Very low – chance of flooding 
of less than 1 in 1000 
2. Low – chance of flooding 

The assertion that the area 
shown on the "Risk of Flooding 
from Surface Water" map 
which has a high chance of 
surface water flooding equates 
to Zone 3b, Functional floorplan 
on the "Flood Map for Planning 
(Rivers and Sea)" is not 
appropriate as Zone 3 is defined 
as land where water has to flow 
or be stored in times of flood. 

Functional floodplain is typically 
defined as land with a greater 
than 1 in 20 year chance of 
flooding. This is approximately 
equal to the "high" category of 
surface water flood risk, 
reflecting land where surface 
water has to flow or be stored 
in times of flood.  



Flood Risk Assessment Review 
Land at Teversham Road, Fulbourn 
 
 

 

J:\33080 Land at Teversham Road, 
Fulbourn\Reports\33080 Flood Risk Assessment 
Review report July 2016 RevA.docx 

PBA comment (7/1/2015) Cannon Reply (23/1/2015) PBA comment (20/7/2016) 

between 1 in 1000 and 1 in 100 
(equivalent to Flood Zone 2) 
3. Medium – chance of flooding 
between 1 in 100 and 1 in 30 
(equivalent to Flood Zone 3) 
4. High – chance of flooding 
greater than 1 in 30 (equivalent 
to Flood Zone 3b) 
A significant proportion of the 
development site lies within the 
equivalent categories of Flood 
Zone 2, 3 and 3b for surface 
water flood risk. While the FRA 
states that “the surface water 
flood risk shown on EA mapping 
will be addressed by 
maintaining space for potential 
floodwater within the layout 
and setting finished floor levels 
300 mm above ground levels” 
(ref. Paragraph 4.2), there is no 
quantitative assessment of the 
volume of existing flooding to 
demonstrate that it can be 
safely stored within the 
proposed site layout. The risks 
have therefore not been 
appraised.  

The proposed layout and unit 
numbers are both indicative. 

We would suggest the report 
should identify this area of 
concern and propose surface 
water modelling at the detailed 
application stage to provide 
robust quantitative evidence 
for how the surface water flood 
risk will be addressed with no 
detriment to surrounding land. 

The EA’s surface water flood 
map indicates potential 
overland flow paths onto the 
site from Cox’s Drove and 
across the gardens of 
properties north of Cow Lane.  
There is no quantitative 
assessment of the potential 
impact of the development on 
these existing surface water 
routes onto, through and out of 
the site. Any raising of the site 
along Cox’s Drove could deflect 
the surface water and increase 
flood risk to existing properties 
there. The surface water flows 
from Cow Lane would enter the 
bioretention balancing pond 
proposed to be located on the 
southern boundary of the 

The Flood route from Cox's 
Drove will be maintained as a 
route for surface water run on 
to the site.  It is not proposed to 
raise any of the flood routing 
areas as this would defeat their 
purpose. The potential flow 
routes onto he site from the 
Poors Well areas, associated 
with the 'Low chance of 
flooding' surface water flood 
would be routed along the 
inside edge of the site 
(eastwards and northwards) 
and into the central surface 
water flood routing/storage 
area. 

We would suggest the report 
should identify this area of 
concern and propose surface 
water modelling at the detailed 
application stage to provide 
robust quantitative evidence 
for how the surface water flood 
risk will be addressed with no 
detriment to surrounding land. 
 
It is not clear on the proposed 
layout drawing that there is a 
separate route for surface 
water entering the site from 
the south (Cow Lane) adjacent 
to the bioretention balancing 
pond. This should be clarified 
on later drawings to show how 
the two will be kept separate to 
avoid detrimentally impacting 
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development, detrimentally 
impacting the operation of this 
facility. The risks and 
consequences of this flow path 
have not been assessed.   

the operation of the 
bioretention pond.  

The site is potentially at risk of 
flooding from high groundwater 
levels due to its topographic 
and hydrogeological location. 
Site observations and local 
knowledge indicate that the 
land is frequently waterlogged, 
evidenced by photographs by 
local residents in 2012 and 
2014. Standing water is 
frequently observed in the 
highway ditch fronting 
Teversham Road (which links to 
the drain south of the site), 
which could be indicative of the 
groundwater level in the area. 
There is an artesian ornamental 
pond to the west of Telford 
House within the development 
area, and Poors Well is spring 
fed. The planning application’s 
Phase 1 habitat survey notes 
areas of marshy grassland with 
Common Reed and Rushes 
which also indicate prolonged 
high groundwater levels.  

There is a difference between 
high groundwater levels (such 
as those noted by the 
monitoring) and groundwater 
flooding.  Waterlogging can also 
equally be indicative of rainfall 
on a slightly sandy clay soil 
(such as was found at the Site). 

Groundwater flooding occurs 
when the water table reaches 
ground levels. High 
groundwater levels are 
therefore a significant indicator 
for groundwater flood risk. We 
note that in the FRA paragraph 
2.4: "As the site lies towards 
the base of a Chalk hill, it is 
likely to be exposed to elevated 
groundwater levels. To 
investigate this potential source 
of flooding…". In FRA paragraph 
2.5, groundwater flooding is 
defined as "the expression of 
groundwater at the surface".  
We also note in a comment 
from Cannon below: "the 
reason for investigating 
groundwater levels at the site is 
because of concerns of 
groundwater flooding". This 
suggests that Cannon do 
consider high groundwater 
levels to be a risk factor for 
groundwater flooding. 

The FRA includes site borehole 
data from June and July 2014 
which indicate a design 
groundwater level of 0.67 m 
below ground level (ref. 
Paragraph 2.5). However, the 
borehole records included in 
Appendix A of the FRA suggest 
a potential pattern of highest 
groundwater levels in winter 
months, as one might expect. 
The annual hydrograph for the 
nearest downstream gauging 
station, Quy Water at Lode 
(Station 33056, Centre for 
Ecology and Hydrology National 
River Flow Archive), which is 

The Phase 1 and 2 
Environmental Desk Study and 
Site Investigation Report 
contain 5 groundwater readings 
for the Site taken in June, July 
and early August. 

These groundwater readings 
were not included in the FRA. 
We note our original comment 
that the records are for 
summer months only still 
stands. We consider a longer 
site monitoring period to 
include seasonal and annual 
variations would be needed to 
give more confidence in the 
assessment of groundwater 
flood risk.  



Flood Risk Assessment Review 
Land at Teversham Road, Fulbourn 
 
 

 

J:\33080 Land at Teversham Road, 
Fulbourn\Reports\33080 Flood Risk Assessment 
Review report July 2016 RevA.docx 

PBA comment (7/1/2015) Cannon Reply (23/1/2015) PBA comment (20/7/2016) 

strongly groundwater 
dependent, also indicates lower 
levels in the summer months. A 
longer site monitoring period to 
include seasonal and annual 
variations would be needed to 
give more confidence in the 
FRA’s assessment of 
groundwater flood risk. 
Assessment based upon two 
summer readings is inadequate 
to appraise these risks.  
The Phase 1 and 2 
Environmental Desk Study and 
Site Investigation Report 
submitted with the FRA in 
support of the planning 
application notes that “the site 
was found to have a potential 
for groundwater flooding at the 
surface indicated by the BGS 
Groundwater Flooding 
susceptibility rating”. However, 
the BGS assessment and map 
has not been included in the 
FRA. The BGS classification 
indicates that further 
investigations into groundwater 
levels at the site are warranted, 
a finding we would support 
given the factors discussed 
above.   

The reason for investigating 
groundwater levels at the Site is 
because of the concerns over 
groundwater flooding.  The 
potential for groundwater 
flooding is noted in the FRA.  
Ongoing groundwater 
monitoring is underway, 
although vandalism of the well 
heads will result in some 
missing data. 

The results of the ongoing 
monitoring should be used to 
update the assessment of 
groundwater flooding in an FRA 
to support any detailed 
planning applications in the 
future.  

The FRA proposes to mitigate 
increases in surface water run-
off from the site via balancing 
ponds or bioretention basins, 
limiting outflows to the 
greenfield runoff rate. The 
balancing ponds have been 
designed to have a maximum 
depth of 0.6 m. However, the 
MicroDrainage simulations 
included in the Appendix 
indicate that the design is 
unsatisfactory with insufficient 
freeboard (less than 300mm). 
Although the ponds have been 
sized to contain a long duration, 

The unsatisfactory warning 
generated by MicroDrainage 
relates to the half drain 
downtime and does not warn 
about freeboard.  There is no 
specific setting to warn of 
freeboard, although the "flood 
risk" in the status column will 
indicate when modelled water 
levels are within a certain 
distance of the cover level of a 
facility.  The distance is user 
controlled but often left at 
300mm. 
 
The long drain down time is a 

Our comment regarding the 
unsatisfactory MicroDrainage 
design was a general 
observation regarding the 
estimated flood levels in the 
ponds, rather than a comment 
on the "unsatisfactory warning" 
note in the calculations. A 
maximum level and discussion 
of freeboard requirements has 
not be included in the FRA, nor 
evidence that adequate storage 
is provided for a 2nd storm 
event.  
 
We also note that the 
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the drain down times are very 
long (half drain time exceeds 7 
days), and this means that the 
ponds would not be able to 
attenuate a series of follow-on 
storms.   

result of discharging flows at 
the annual greenfield rate and 
is therefore to be expected 
when developing sites with low 
greenfield runoff rates.  The 
basin has been sized to 
accommodate a 7 day 100 year 
storm inclusive of 30% climate 
change in order to provide 
flexibility to respond to a 
number of scenarios beyond 
the often stated 6 hour design 
storm duration.  

calculations do not identify a 
"critical storm" as the 
maximum duration evaluated (7 
days) has the largest volume 
and depth of water; a longer 
storm duration might require a 
larger volume and depth of 
storage to be provided. Good 
design practice is to evaluate a 
range of storm durations and 
identify the critical storm 
duration for the particular site 
characteristics.   
 
We also note with reference to 
the CIRIA SUDS manual section 
25.7, "it is usual to specify that 
half emptying occurs within 24 
hours. ... Where emptying times 
are found to be too long, extra 
storage may be required".  

The FRA states that “as the 
discharge from the site is being 
limited to the annual greenfield 
rate, long term storage is not 
required” (ref. Paragraph 3.7). 
This is incorrect, the CIRIA SUDS 
manual states that long term 
storage should be provided to 
limit the volume of discharge in 
addition to attenuation storage 
for the peak discharge.   

The CIRIA SuDS manual states in 
Box 3.1 (page 3-7) that "it is 
possible that long-term storage 
or additional infiltration cannot 
be provided at certain sites.  In 
these situations it is 
recommended that the 
maximum discharge rate for the 
attenuation storage is reduced 
to the region of QBAR or 2 
I/s/ha whichever is higher" 
 
The proposed scheme 
attenuates flows to the annual 
greenfield rate which is lower 
than QBar. 

We suggest the FRA is amended 
to clearly explain why long term 
storage or additional infiltration 
cannot be provided at this 
particular site, as the current 
statement in Paragraph 3.7 is 
incorrect with reference to 
CIRIA Suds manual Box 3.1.  
 
We also note that the proposed 
control rate is very low and may 
be difficult to achieve in 
practice.   
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The FRA states that infiltration 
will occur from the ponds. 
However, the CIRIA SUDS 
manual states that the 
seasonally high groundwater 
table must be at least 1m below 
the base of the facility for 
infiltration to occur. Even 
during the summer months it is 
evident that this is not 
achieved. If the ponds are not 
lined, it is highly likely that 
groundwater will percolate into 
the ponds and reduce the 
available storage for surface 
water run-off from the 
development.  

The CIRIA comment relates to 
the infiltration device requiring 
1 m between its base and the 
water table for it to function 
effectively not for infiltration to 
occur.  The assertion that there 
will be no losses to infiltration 
from the bio-retention basins is 
unreasonable. 

To clarify, with reference to 
CIRIA SUDS manual section 
13.2: "A minimum distance of 
1m between the base of the 
infiltration system and the 
maximum likely groundwater 
level should always be adopted. 
This is to minimise the risk of 
groundwater rising into the 
infiltration compound and 
reducing the available storage 
volume, to protect the 
functionality of the infiltration 
process by ensuring a sufficient 
depth of unsaturated material 
and to protect the groundwater 
from any contamination in the 
runoff".  
 
We refer to our comment "even 
during the summer months it is 
evident that this is not 
achieved. If the ponds are not 
lined, it is highly likely that 
groundwater will percolate into 
the ponds and reduce the 
available storage for surface 
water run-off from the 
development".  

All drainage systems can be 
overwhelmed by extreme 
rainfall events beyond the 
design capacity. The Cambridge 
SUDS Design and Adoption 
Guide supports good practice in 
stating that developers must 
demonstrate that when this 
happens, the water flows over 
the surface of the ground along 
routes that minimise the risk of 
flooding to buildings or other 
sensitive locations. The FRA 
does not address these 
requirements. It would be 
expected that detailed design 
to include overland flow routes 
in more severe events would be 
included to support a full 

The comment relates to a level 
of detail required for a full 
application. 

No further comment - it is 
agreed that this level of detail 
should be provided in detailed 
design.  
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planning application. As noted 
above, this design should also 
include consideration of how 
the system will operate when 
the site is affected by incursion 
of surface water from adjacent 
areas.  
The FRA states that 
management of the ponds will 
be offered to Anglian Water, 
the District Council or a private 
management company, with 
proposals subject to detailed 
design and approval of the 
relevant parties. While this is 
acceptable for an outline 
planning application, a detailed 
maintenance plan and 
confirmation of the future 
management arrangements 
would be required to support a 
full planning application.   

Again, this comment refers to 
the level of details the objector 
would expect to accompany a 
full application. 

No further comment. It is 
agreed that this level of detail 
should be provided in a full 
planning application.  

The development will not 
include any construction on the 
adjacent Poors Well wetland 
area. However, no 
consideration has been given to 
the potential impacts of the 
development on the hydrology 
and water quality of the Poors 
Well wetland, both during and 
after construction. 
 
As noted above, modelling of 
overland flow routes both 
within and adjacent to the site, 
prior to and post construction, 
is needed to demonstrate no 
detrimental impact on surface 
water flood risk to existing 
neighbouring properties. 
 
There is potential future 
development at the Ida Darwin 
site to the west, with up to 240 
homes proposed. The 
cumulative impacts of 
interactions between the 

These are comments more 
suited to an Environmental 
Impact Assessment, for which 
there was no requirement. 

The Local Planning Authority (or 
Secretary of State in the case of 
an appeal) should determine 
the need for an Environmental 
Impact Assessment.  
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proposals for that site and the 
flood risk this site are not 
considered in the FRA.  

The potential effects of climate 
change include an increase in 
peak rainfall and peak river 
flow. The Environment Agency 
Guidance to Support the 
National Planning Policy 
Framework recommends a 
national precautionary 
sensitivity range of  +30% for 
peak rainfall intensity and +20% 
for peak river flow for a 100 
year development lifetime. 
While a +30% allowance has 
been included in the sizing of 
the balancing ponds, no 
assessment has been made of 
the potential impacts of climate 
change on flood risk from the 
Award Drain, the surface water 
flood risk to the site, or the 
groundwater flood risk. The 
risks have not therefore been 
appropriately appraised. 
 
The quantification of rainfall 
and surface water flood risk is 
of particular relevance in 
Cambridgeshire following the 
extreme rainfall event on 8th 
August 2014, which caused 
extensive flooding and 
disruption in the county (102 
mm in 30 minutes, for which 
the FEH CD-Rom estimates a 
return period in excess of 1 in 
1000 years). The World 
Meteorological Organization 
(WMO) “Provisional Statement 
on the Status of the Global 
Climate in 2014” also indicates 
that UK winter rainfall for 2013-
2014 was 177% of the long 
term average and the wettest 
winter since 1766. While the UK 
national guidance for making 

This point again relates to the 
suggestion that modelling is 
undertaken. 

We refer to our comments 
above regarding the option of 
simple capacity checks as a 
preliminary investigation to 
confirm whether more detailed 
hydraulic modelling is required.  
 
We note that guidance for 
climate change allowances has 
recently changed.  
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allowance for climate change in 
development proposals 
currently remains unchanged, 
these latest data strongly 
support the need for a robust 
approach to climate change 
within a FRA.  
The FRA is in support of an 
outline planning application, 
and therefore it is acceptable 
that some detailed design 
considerations have not yet 
been fully addressed. However, 
this review indicates that the 
FRA does not satisfactorily 
assess flood risk to the site from 
all sources (including potential 
impacts of climate change). The 
evidence base does not include 
long term monitoring and fails 
to assess fluvial, groundwater 
and surface water flood risk 
supporting by the modelling 
approach recommended by 
both the SFRA and BGS 
assessments. The proposed on-
site run-off balancing ponds are 
not suitably designed, and 
potential impacts on adjacent 
areas and Poors Well have not 
been considered.   
 
We therefore consider that the 
FRA has failed to both 
appropriately assess or quantify 
the flood risk to the site or 
surrounding properties. We 
would anticipate that there are 
sufficient grounds for objection 
on this basis. We would 
recommend that this technical 
note is shared with both Pat 
Matthews at South 
Cambridgeshire District Council 
and Tony Wadhams at the 
Environment Agency. We will 
also raise the issue with our 
landlords.  

The EA and Pat Matthews 
(SCDC) have returned their 
positive consultation responses 
to the proposed development 
prior to the production of PBA 
letter.  As the objectors’ letter 
presents no new information, 
the previously submitted 
responses from South 
Cambridgeshire and the EA can 
be expected to stand. 

Comments on the application 
are not currently available to 
view on the planning portal; we 
are unable to comment further 
regarding the response of other 
parties to this planning 
application.  
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