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125 houses off Long Lane, Fowlmere. Application ref 22/02356/OUT 

Introduction 

This is the consultation response of Fowlmere Parish Council (FPC) to the above application. The response is 

made on 6 July 2022. FPC has considered the documentation submitted with the application. However, it 

reserves the right to make further representations at any time and to add to or modify this response. 

FPC held a public meeting on 4 July 2022 to enable the applicants to present its scheme, and for FPC and 

members of the public to ask questions. The meeting was followed by a meeting of the FPC planning 

committee to decide on the FPC consultation response due on 6 July. The committee resolved after 

consideration and debate to recommend refusal to SCDC and that the application should be referred to 

SCDC’s planning committee in the event that the planning officers’ recommendation is different from that 

of FPC. 

FPC recommends refusal of the application. The reasons are explained in this submission. They include:  

• Non-compliance with the development plan, particularly the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 

policies S/6 - Development Strategy, S/10 – Rural Centres, NH/3 – Protecting agricultural land, NH/4 

- Biodiversity, CC/1 – Climate Change, CC/8 – Sustainable Drainage Systems, CC/9 – Managing Flood 

Risk, HQ/1 – Design Principles;  

• Failure to secure adoption of the Sustainable Drainage System and consequent failure to secure 

adoption of the on-site estate roads;  

• Flood-risk to the Wardington Bottom Drain and properties in Fowlmere adjacent to it;  

• Failure to make any s.106 proposals or to submit concrete Heads of Terms;  

• Loss and unsustainable use of best and most versatile agricultural land;  

• Failure to assess the effect on a scheduled ancient monument;  

• Effects on the setting of a listed building;  

• Deficient traffic assessment and survey, underestimates of traffic movement, trip generation and 

junction effects;  

• Reliance on impractical pedestrian routes to railway stations;  

• Large landscape effects and total failure to assess construction period effects on the landscape;  

• Failure to address the biodiversity duty;  

• Ecological effects;  

• “Lollipop” estate design.  

• Failure to meet the tests for sustainable development. 
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1. Executive Summary 

1.1. Fowlmere is a Group Village of about 1200 people and 500 dwellings. It is north of the A505 and 

south of the A10. It is on the B1368 which is the old London to King’s Lynn road.  

1.2. South Cambridgeshire District Council has a five-year housing land supply.  

1.3. The proposed development is in breach of many policies in South Cambridgeshire Local plan which 

is part of the development plan. Among these are the policies on Group Villages of which Fowlmere 

is one where development is to be limited to 8 dwellings per site, or 15 on a previously used site 

(S/10 and S/6). Policies on the protection of best and most versatile agricultural land have been 

ignored in the preparation of the application. They would be breached (NH/3 and NH/4). 

1.4. The surface water drainage system will not be adopted. It is to be a Sustainable Drainage System 

(SuDS) and although the application contemplates its adoption by Anglian Water, FPC was told by 

the applicants at the Public Meeting on July 4 that Anglian Water would not adopt it as it discharges 

into the Wardington Bottom Drain. That Drain runs through the village of Fowlmere from south to 

north. The applicants explained that the SuDS would be maintained by a private maintenance 

company at the expense of the occupiers of the proposed housing. This risks flooding the Drain 

which would affect not only the proposed development but also residents of Fowlmere, which is 

largely upstream of the application site.  

1.5. This is a breach of policies CC/8 and CC/9. 

1.6. Policy CC/1 on climate change and HQ/1 on quality development are also breached. See the sections 

on heritage and drainage below. 

1.7. The applicants argue that material considerations indicate that the development plan need not be 

followed. Their argument is that limiting growth to larger settlements presents risks with regards to 

disproportionate settlements that could leave smaller villages, such as Fowlmere, with stagnated 
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growth and poor support for local facilities. They have however presented absolutely no evidence 

to support this and could not identify any when asked on July 4. The argument goes to the heart of 

policy S/6 and S/10. 

1.8. The applicants are also in effect attacking the successor policies in the emerging local plan, the 

Greater Cambridge Plan. That plan is at the beginning of its process. 

1.9. The applicants have not made any s.106 proposals although it was clear at the July 4 meeting that 

they are fully aware of the criteria and needs. What they state are Heads of Terms in their planning 

statement are not even a mere shadow of proposals.  

1.10. Turning to heritage matters the applicants have failed to assess effects on the very large 

scheduled ancient monument just to the north of the application site. They have assessed effects on 

the closest listed building (Lower Farm) but fail to recognise the detrimental effect of closing in on 

the setting of the building. 

1.11. In relation to heritage and design the application will not result in high quality design, thus 

breaching HQ/1. No architects have been involved in the Design and Access Statement and the 

authors, Carter Jonas, have no qualifications in aesthetics. 

1.12. The application material is incomplete; a water vole survey and Construction Environmental 

Management Plan have yet to be supplied (see the ecology section below). Plans are also missing. 

1.13. Traffic surveys took place during lockdown and do not have any adjustments. More robust 

surveys are needed. The application claims that pedestrian routes exist to Shepreth and Foxton 

stations, but these are not practical. The effects on pedestrian movements are not properly 

understood.  

1.14. The applicants’ traffic movement and trip generation figures are unrealistically low. They are 

said to have been verified by comparison with Chapel Lane in the village. However, the comparison 

shows that the applicants’ forecasts are serious underestimates. The reality of the operation of the 

junctions with the A10 and A505 has not been considered. The proposed development will 

fundamentally change the nature of the only public right of way from the village, the footpath 

currently crossing the application site. 

1.15. Landscape – there are large significant residual effects, not only on the site itself, but also on 

adjoining and adjacent properties and the Public Right of Way (PROW) which crosses the application 

site. The construction effects on landscape have not been assessed at all. 

1.16. Ecology - there is no assessment of the application of section 40 of the Natural Environment 

and Rural Communities Act 2006 nor of whether there are any priority species on site. Without this 

information SCDC cannot carry out its biodiversity duty in s.40 and must refuse permission. 
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1.17. Masterplanning and design. The applicants claim they have a “permeable design”. This claim 

is untenable in the case of a development with only one access. There has been no assessment of 

the effect of a second access however. The “lollipop” design will not integrate the development 

into the rest of the village. The DAS is confused as to how many dwellings are proposed and this 

affects its conclusions, for example as to density. It contains many statements of hope which need 

to be changed to firm commitments prior to decision. Not all the plans are submitted with the 

application and the DAS cannot be understood without them. The DAS may not actually be a DAS 

as its intent is stated to be for consultation and persuasion. The DAS relies on the abandoned, or at 

least much downgraded Oxford-Cambridge Arc and does not recognise its true status. Therefore, 

the DAS gives a false picture. 

1.18. There are several factual inaccuracies in the application documentation. These include the 

ownership certificates which state that Croudace own the land. In the July 4 Public Meeting we asked 

about this and were told they only have an option. The owner Mr David Butler is the joint applicant. 

Other inaccuracies include paragraph 6.7 of the Heritage Report which states that “Minimal sub-

urban expansion of Fowlmere in the 1970’s and 1980’s encroached upon the location of the proposed 

development”; and the indications that Anglian Water may adopt the drainage. These failures 

undermine the credibility of the whole suite of application documents. FPC urges caution on SCDC 

and suggests that assurances offered by the applicants are carefully verified. 

1.19. The application fails to set out how the assurances and proposals it makes will be secured. 

There is no s.106 agreement nor even Heads of Terms. On many occasions the applicants say that a 

mitigation “could” be provided or say there is “potential” for it. Those words are aspirational and 

conditional. They are not imperative and do not amount to commitments. These words will not 

create enforceable obligations. SCDC should ensure that there are firm, robust and enforceable 

commitments to any mitigation, compensation or enhancement which is required.  

1.20. Some vital plans are missing from the application and surveys have yet to be carried out. 

1.21. The application must be decided in accordance with the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. It is contrary to the development plan and the applicants have 

not shown material considerations which justify not following the plan. FPC recommends that it 

refuses the application. 

 

2. Planning policy and the applicant’s Planning Statement 

2.1. Fowlmere is a village south-west of Cambridge, about half-way to Royston. It is north of the A505 

and south of the A10 on the old Kings Lynn to London Road, the B1368. It has 1206 residents 
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according to the 2011 census. There are about 500 dwellings in the electoral ward (which is larger 

than the village and includes a small number of dwellings south of the A505 in Chrishall Grange). 

2.2. It has one primary school with capacity for 120 children, a pre-school group which meets at the 

United Reformed Church’s hall and a Flying Start Montessori nursery. There is one functioning pub 

/ restaurant (The Chequers) and one Indian restaurant (The Saffron). St Mary’s Church is situated on 

the High Street.  Fowlmere is designated as a Group Village in the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 

2018 (SCLP or Local Plan).  

2.3. Long Lane leads to Shepreth from the B1368 at the crossroads by the war memorial in the centre of 

Fowlmere. The application site is at the far end of the current dwellings. The density of dwellings 

within the village envelope between Rectory Lane off Long Lane and Amberley, the house at the far 

extremity of the site, diminishes. For the entire Long Lane frontage of the development site there 

are currently only two dwellings. 

2.4. FPC notes the policies referred to by the applicants in their Planning Statement. However, the 

applicants have ignored policy NH/3. This policy protects Grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land. It 

requires permission to be refused if it would result in the irreversible loss of any such land unless it 

is allocated for development or sustainability considerations override the need to protect it. There 

is no agricultural land classification assessment. The application does not state the grade of the land. 

It has overlooked this aspect completely. At the Public Meeting on July 4 we asked the applicants 

what is the grade of the land. We were informed it is Grade 2. The application is therefore in breach 

of policy NH/3 and should be refused. It is also in breach of the NPPF para 174 and 175 (footnote 

58) which protect best and most versatile agricultural land. If significant development of agricultural 

land is demonstrated to be necessary poorer quality should be preferred. This is a significant 

development. It has not been demonstrated to be necessary. Grade 2 land is not “poorer quality”. 

For these reasons also permission should be refused. 

2.5. NH/3 also draws attention to the Biodiversity Action Plan and to s.41 of the Natural Environment 

and Rural Communities Act 2006. The latter requires the Secretary of State to draw up lists of 

organisms and types of habitat which in the Secretary of State's opinion are of principal importance 

for the purpose of conserving biodiversity. Section 40 is not referred to, but SCDC will be aware that 

it imposes a duty to have regard to the conservation of biodiversity when exercising its functions. 

This duty applies to public authorities including SCDC and the parish council. Notwithstanding the 

references in the ecological report to the subsequent policy NH/4, there is no assessment of the 

application of section 40 nor of whether there are any priority species on site. SCDC and FPC are 

therefore in the dark on these matters. FPC infers that without the relevant information from the 

applicants it must conclude that its biodiversity duty requires it to oppose the application. It follows 
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that without more SCDC (and other public authorities such as the Secretary of State) must also 

oppose it. 

2.6. But perhaps the most important policy for this application is S/10. The glossary to the Local Plan 

explains that: 

2.6.1. “Group Villages established in the Settlement hierarchy for South Cambridgeshire. They are 

generally less sustainable locations for new development than Rural Centres and Minor Rural 

Centres, having fewer services and facilities allowing only some of the basic day-to-day 

requirements of their residents to be met without the need to travel outside the village. All Group 

Villages generally have at least a primary school. (Policy S/10).” 

2.7. SCDC will understand that Policy S/6 puts new development for homes on the edge of Cambridge, 

at new settlements and, in the rural area, at Rural Centres and Minor Rural Centres.  Fowlmere is 

none of these. Nor – for completeness – is land outside the village Development Framework, such 

as the application site. S/6 para 4 adds that “rural settlement policies [provide] for windfall 

development for different categories of village consistent with the level of local service provision and 

quality of public transport access to Cambridge or a market town”  

2.8. The relevant rural settlement policy is S/10 which allows only for residential development of up to 

8 dwellings within the development framework or up to 15 if that would be the best use of a single 

brownfield site. The application site is outside the Fowlmere development framework and is 

obviously not a brownfield site.  

2.9. The development plan therefore prohibits this development. Section 38(6) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 only allows deviation from the development plan “where material 

considerations indicate otherwise”. The applicants are forced to rely on this if they are to obtain 

permission. 

2.10. The first thing to note is that case law has established that the weight or materiality of a 

consideration is a matter for the decision maker. We do not propose to give authority for this well-

known approach. Weight comes from, amongst other things, context. The age of the development 

plan is often quoted. The local plan, a significant part of the development plan for Fowlmere, is under 

four years old. But age is not the true measure. Relevance and materiality is the true test. An old 

plan (which this is not) can be as relevant and material as it was on the day it was adopted. (See para 

56 of the decision of the Supreme Court in Suffolk Coastal v. Hopkins Homes [2017] UKSC 37 which 

makes it clear that the passage of time is not the real test.) 

2.11. The applicants attack the local plan policies on Group Villages on the ground that they will not 

allow such villages and the services they provide to grow and thrive. On the contrary, the applicants 
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say they will wither. They attack the emerging policies in the draft Greater Cambridge Plan (GCP) on 

the same basis. 

2.12. In addition, in relation to the GCP the applicants state that within it, as an emerging plan, the 

settlement boundary need not be a barrier to suitability. Also, on the GCP it is said that “… 

development of the site offers the opportunity to provide important economic support to safeguard 

these facilities and the potential, in this respect, to provide support for further services”.  

2.13. In relation to the Local Plan and the emerging plan the applicants argue that “Limiting growth 

to larger settlements presents risks with regards to disproportionate settlements that could leave 

smaller villages, such as Fowlmere, with stagnated growth and poor support for local facilities”. 

2.14. The applicants however have failed to submit any evidence on this. There is no socio-

economic analysis to support this view. It is a mere assertion on the applicant’s part. We asked the 

applicants at the Public Meeting on July 4 to help us as to where in the application material we would 

find such evidence. We were pointed to the Planning Statement (which, as we say, has no such 

evidence) and generally to the rest of the application material. The applicants could point to no 

specific evidence in the application material. This is not surprising as there is none. 

2.15. FPC notes that it has received representations from Fowlmere primary school that 

development at some level would be beneficial. The school roll is expected to be 87 in September 

2022, a drop of 7 compared to September 2021. The representations are set out in the Appendix to 

this consultation response and have been taken into account by us. 

2.16. The applicants have provided no indication of the other socio-economic effects. The most 

obvious of these is the addition of 125 dwellings to a village of 500 dwellings (some of which are at 

Chrishall Grange, the other side of the divide which is the A505). This would be a 25% growth in the 

size of the village over a period of under three years. (The applicants anticipate 50 dwellings p.a. in 

years one and two, with 25 in year three.) This would be a considerable change to the character of 

the village. It would also string out development along Long Lane in a ribbon as the site is at the 

extremity of the dwellings on Long Lane where the density of development is currently very low.  

2.17. The applicants cite many paragraphs of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). They 

claim by reference to these that the proposal is sustainable development. However, this is a 

fundamental misunderstanding of the meaning and use of that phrase in the NPPF. The true 

application of sustainable development is to be found at paragraph 11 (c) and (d) of the NPPF. These 

paragraphs state that the presumption in favour of sustainable development means, in decision-

taking, “(c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan 

without delay; or (d) where there are no relevant development plan policies or the policies which are 

most important for determining the application are out-of-date … [the remainder is not relevant as 
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there are relevant development plan policies and they are not “out-of-date”]. The development plan 

policies are relevant, material and up to date. The application does not accord with them. The 

application is not sustainable development within the NPPF. 

2.18. In relation to the NPPF the applicants’ Transport Assessment refers to NPPF para 105 which 

states: “Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made 

sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes”. 

This does not assist the applicants’ case. Fundamentally, locating development in the countryside is 

not sustainable. In Fowlmere’s case whilst there are two bus services they do not amount to a 

sufficient choice of transport modes. The 915 service, whilst hourly during the day is only a daytime 

service. It cannot for example help the commuter arriving at Royston station after 18.58 nor the 

teenager returning from Cambridge after 19.19 (https://www.intalink.org.uk/services/0fd12a31-

34b1-4fe5-9aa4-58992ab206cd?date=2022-07-06&direction=inbound&all=on ). The number 31 

(Barley to Cambridge Drummer Street via many villages) is also a daytime only service but far less 

frequent. Only one bus runs to central Cambridge in the morning and only two leave central 

Cambridge in the afternoon. The last of those leaves at 18.00 

(https://www.intalink.org.uk/services/0fd12a31-34b1-4fe5-9aa4-58992ab206cd?date=2022-07-

06&direction=inbound&all=on ). The local plan allows for 8-15 dwellings, but Fowlmere is not a 

sustainable location for a development of 125 houses. 

2.19. The applicants state that there will be a section 106 agreement to address “health, education 

etc”. This agreement will also need to deal with affordable housing. FPC welcomes the commitment 

to 40% affordable housing. However, the Planning Statement has a mere paragraph on the s.106 

agreement. It should have at the least provided Heads of Terms (HoTs). The paragraph does not 

remotely comprise HoTs and FPC is therefore surprised that the application was validated at all. HoTs 

are a pre-requisite for validation according to the applicants’ checklist statement. Section 106s for 

affordable housing are notoriously difficult to draft in a way which actually ensures delivery. FPC 

strongly requests that SCDC require full HoTs immediately and for a full draft s.106 to be submitted 

forthwith. It is not acceptable for the applicants to say at paragraph 6.27 “Details of these will be 

decided via consultation engagement throughout the planning application process”. The applicants 

should make their proposals in full, from the outset. FPC reminds SCDC that even on a very large 

scheme in its area where significant legal resources could be expected its s.106 agreement is proving 

to be difficult to enforce.  

2.20. FPC has noted the representation by Fowlmere primary school. FPC supports the school. 

However, it also supports the local plan, and it strives to consider the whole picture. The FPC should 

balance all factors. 



 9 

2.21. FPC also notes that SCDC has a five-year land supply. This came up but was not challenged by 

the applicants at the Public Meeting on July 4. 

2.22. In conclusion on planning policy, the permission should not be granted. The proposal is in 

breach of policies S/6, S/10, NH/3 and NH/4. Discussion below on the sustainable drainage scheme 

shows that it is also in breach of CC1, CC/8 and CC/9. Discussion on heritage below shows that HQ/1 

is also not met. 

 

3. Arboriculture 

3.1. FPC notes that the arboricultural impact assessment predicts no major impact. Except for a patch of 

eastern woodland, the site is bordered by trees & hedging. In the woodland a foul water pumping 

station is planned which is the only major point noted on the report. 

3.2. The stated impact is: "tree group to be removed is composed of immature hawthorn and elder trees 

which are of no particular arboricultural merit. Their loss will not have a significant landscape 

impact." The remainder of the report details root protection measures.  

3.3. However, the report gives no regard to potential failure of the foul water pumping station, and 

effects of that, not only on trees but also to ensure the water quality of the adjacent Wardington 

Bottom Drain watercourse is not adversely affected. Without this, the application should be refused. 

FPC also recommends to SCDC that if it is minded to grant permission it ensures there is adequate 

protection for arboriculture and for the Drain. 

 

4. Archaeology and heritage 

4.1. The application material includes two reports on heritage matters, namely (i) the Heritage Statement 

and (ii) and Archaeological desk-based report. 

4.2. These two documents note the existence of three scheduled monuments, the Fowlmere 

conservation area and 34 listed buildings within one kilometre of the application. The reports focus 

on one of the listed buildings #1163327, Lower Farmhouse, number 31 on the list at Appendix A of 

the Heritage Statement. It is a pink thatched farmhouse on the other side of Long Lane from the 

application site. They also draw attention to archaeological potential. 

4.3. Dealing first with Lower Farmhouse, FPC notes that the applicants expect there to be visual, noise 

and traffic impacts. Visual impacts, which are, in this case, impacts on views of Lower Farmhouse 

from the public right of way across the site “could” it is said be addressed by landscaping and bio-

diversity strategy.  

4.4. The effect of those and the proposed built development will be to block the existing views from the 

PROW. There will also be a visual impact of the houses when Lower Farmhouse is seen from Long 
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Lane. They will affect the setting of Lower Farmhouse. The proposal is not entirely clear but seems 

to be for planting to obscure the new houses. One effect of this will be to close in the current open 

setting of the farmhouse. Whether this is adverse or not is to a large extent a judgment call, but in 

the view of FPC it is a detrimental effect. Long Lane at the village end has an open character, typical 

of the South Cambridgeshire landscape. 

4.5. Noise and traffic impacts would, the applicants claim at para 7.20 be limited as the emergency access 

would only have infrequent use. Whilst that may be the case so far as emergency vehicles are 

concerned, in the Design and Access Statement we read that the emergency access will also be a 

cycle and pedestrian access. There will therefore be disturbance from those users. In addition, it will 

be difficult to prevent motorised two-wheel traffic from using the emergency access if it is available 

to bicycles. So, there will be disturbance from those sources. This has not been assessed. 

4.6. Turning to the effect on the Fowlmere Conservation Area, the applicants state at para 7.42 that 

there will be a beneficial effect as “Integrating green infrastructure with the setting of the proposed 

development as highlighted in the Development Framework Plan would help to sustain the rural 

setting of the Fowlmere Conservation Area”. This is a strange claim. The development would extend 

the built development in the village like a ribbon up Long Lane. This cannot possibly “sustain” the 

rural setting. Nor can the introduction of green infrastructure to screen new built development 

“sustain” the rural setting. At best, the green infrastructure is mitigation. It does not improve on the 

existing position.  

4.7. FPC also draws attention to the following matters. 

4.7.1. The heritage report’s non-technical summary (NTS) states the there is “potential to sustain 

the distinctive setting and approach to the Conservation Area”. There is no explanation of how 

this would be done. Nor is there any indication of how it would be secured were permission to 

be granted. 

4.7.2. The NTS draws attention to policy HQ/1 of the local plan. This says that “All new development 

must be of high quality design, with a clear vision as to the positive contribution the development 

will make to its local and wider context”. There is no indication of how this policy would be met. 

The Design and Access Statement is authored by Croudace themselves. There is no attribution 

to any architect or firm of architects. Indeed, no firm of architects appears on the applicants’ 

team. Visuals in the DAS are prepared by Carter Jonas. Whilst their website has an extensive list 

of accreditations to professional bodies, there is no accreditation to the Royal Institute of British 

Architects, which is the professional body for architects.  

4.7.3. Section 6 of the Heritage Report rightly draws attention to three scheduled monuments of 

which one (#1004670) is the Settlement Site south-east of West Hill and only about 80 metres 
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from the application site. This extensive scheduled monument is shown on Figure 2, e-page1 69, 

of the Archaeological Desk-based report. However, that report only considers the other two 

scheduled monuments (the Round Moat and Crow’s Parlour) which are to be found at about 

750 metres and more away from the application site, visible on the same Figure. There is no 

assessment of the effect on the Settlement Site. 

4.7.4. Paragraph 6.7 of the Heritage Report states that “Minimal sub-urban expansion of Fowlmere 

in the 1970’s and 1980’s encroached upon the location of the proposed development.” To be 

clear, the application site is completely undeveloped. No development of any nature 

encroaches upon it. The statement suggests that there has been development already on the 

application site. That is completely wrong. The site is a greenfield site. 

4.7.5. Turning to the Archaeological Desk Based Report, it is misleading in relation to the effect on 

archaeology. At para 9.2 we read: “This assessment has established that there will be no physical 

impact to any recorded designated heritage assets, Conservation Areas or Locally Listed 

Buildings as a result of groundworks associated with the proposed development”. But in the 

following paragraph we are told: “There is one heritage asset recorded by the CHER within the 

Site boundary. This asset relates to an undated pair of linear cropmarks thought to represent 

field boundaries. Any surviving buried archaeological remains associated with these features will 

likely be physically impacted by groundworks associated with the construction of the proposed 

development down to formation level”. It may be that a difference is being drawn between 

“recorded designated heritage assets” and “heritage asset[s] recorded by CHER” but not 

designated. FPC draws attention to the simple fact that there are likely to be physical impacts 

on buried archaeological remains. The Heritage Statement is, in this respect, more accurate. At 

para 2.5 it states: “It is unclear at the time of writing what the specific below ground impacts of 

the proposed development will entail, but it is likely to involve the construction of foundations 

and services, and the implementation of infrastructure and landscaping”. 

4.7.6. The Archaeological Desk Based Report (para 9.9) asks the council to consider matters under 

para 194 of the National Planning Policy Framework. That paragraph is as follows: “In 

determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the 

significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. 

The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets' importance and no more than is 

sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum 

the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted and the heritage assets 

 
1 We use the word “e-page” to mean the electronic page number shown when reading a document on-screen using e.g. Adobe 
Acrobat. Hard copy page numbers are often different and it has been found to be easier to find pages in this way. 
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assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is 

proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, 

local planning authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based 

assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation”. 

4.7.7. However, this would omit para 205 of the NPPF which requires recording of assets to be lost. 

It states: “Local planning authorities should require developers to record and advance 

understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner 

proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive 

generated) publicly accessible. However, the ability to record evidence of our past should not be 

a factor in deciding whether such loss should be permitted”. In addition, it requires steps to be 

taken to “advance understanding” of their significance. The application has no proposals for 

such matters. Should permission be granted they should be secured. 

 

5. Drainage 

5.1. The applicants propose to deal with surface water drainage using a SuDS system which will discharge 

into the Wardington Bottom Drain. This drain runs through Fowlmere from south to north and 

ultimately joins the River Cam or Rhee. The local plan policy CC/9 contemplates SuDS systems 

subject to certain tests being met. These include (para d) that there must be no increase to flood 

risk elsewhere and that opportunities to reduce flood risk elsewhere have been taken including 

limiting discharge rate to natural greenfield rates or lower and (para c) the incorporation of suitable 

flood protection / mitigation measures, capable of being satisfactorily implemented to ensure safe 

occupation. For these, there must be adoption arrangements and (not or) any other arrangements 

to secure the operation of the scheme for its whole life. The applicants explain this in section 4 of 

their Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). 

5.2. Surface Water Management is described in section 8 of the FRA. FPC note that it is to mimic 

greenfield rates of discharge into the Wardington Bottom Drain. It is crucial that the current 

greenfield rates are not exceeded. Were it otherwise, the flood risk to others, both up and 

downstream of the Wardington Bottom Drain, would be increased. This would not comply with 

policy CC/9 (d).  

5.3. Surface water management will, it is said, “where possible” be supplemented by shallow infiltration 

methods. However high groundwater (circa 0.5 metres below ground level according to the 

applicants’ testing) mean that the effectiveness of that is dubious. 



 13 

5.4. FPC note that at para 8.25 the applicants state further work on efficacy of unlined swales cannot yet 

be done as they await the results of further groundwater monitoring. FPC ask that they are supplied 

with this material and results of the further work for their comment. 

5.5. The applicants have also not yet carried out design work for exceedance flows, that is flows in excess 

of the 1/100 year plus climate change rainfall event. They suggest it is postponed to a later more 

detailed stage (para 8.33). However, without these, policy CC/9 (c) is not met as it is not known if 

the measures will be suitable and capable of being satisfactorily implemented. 

5.6. The proposals for the operation and maintenance of the surface water drainage system are unclear 

and unsatisfactory. At para 8.35 it is stated that “some [emphasis added] of the SuDs could be offered 

for adoption to Anglian Water (AW). AW would outline the operational and maintenance 

requirements. But should AW not adopt, the SuDS would be managed privately”. This suggests that 

adoption is a possibility. Figures 9 and 10 on e-pages 28 and 29 of the FRA list maintenance 

operations for SuDS. They include not only grass-cutting but also more technical tasks such as 

monthly pipework inspection and clearance; water quality testing; sediment removal; 

eutrophication control by aeration. All these require specialist skills. If the SuDS (in its entirety) is 

not adopted, who will undertake this and who will fund it?  

5.7. We asked the applicants about this at the Public Meeting on July 4, beginning with whether or not 

AW will adopt. The immediate answer was that AW would not adopt because the system discharges 

into the Wardington Bottom Drain. Pausing there; it is therefore disingenuous of the applicants to 

have suggested in the FRA that the SuDS could be adopted.  

5.8. Pressed on the private arrangements which would be proposed, the applicants stated that it would 

be a management company funded by contributions from the owners of the houses to be built. We 

asked what would happen if the company failed, that is, became insolvent. The applicants said they 

had never encountered that. That is an inadequate answer and state of affairs. Effectively there is 

no guarantee that the SuDS system will be properly maintained. This creates the risk of flooding 

both upstream in Fowlmere and downstream. The effect of failure, whether practical or financial, 

will be felt by those outside the development, the residents of Fowlmere. How would proper 

maintenance of the SuDS be enforced by SCDC? How would affected residents enforce? What would 

be the redress for failure?  The development will also as a result not comply with policy CC/9. We 

reiterate the relevant parts of CC/9: (d) (i) that there must be no increase to flood risk elsewhere 

and (ii) that opportunities to reduce flood risk elsewhere have been taken including limiting 

discharge rate to natural greenfield rates or lower and (para c) (iii) the incorporation of suitable 

flood protection / mitigation measures, capable of being satisfactorily implemented to ensure safe 



 14 

occupation. For these, (iv) there must be adoption arrangements and [not “or”] any other 

arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme for its whole life. 

5.9. We would add that there are significant practical difficulties for the management company. It is not 

the sort of enterprise to be taken on by residents lightly. How will the management be directed? 

Maintenance is not a DIY activity. How will suitably qualified contractors always be engaged? Recent 

history with leasehold residential properties has shown that purchasers are misled by developers 

over the true financial nature of their obligations and are inadequately advised by their 

conveyancing solicitors. Failure to pay for and carry out surface water maintenance will not only 

adversely affect the occupiers of the proposed development. It will increase flood risk up and 

downstream on the Wardington Bottom Drain and adversely affect Fowlmere village.  

5.10. The applicants only propose that some of the SuDS are offered for adoption. The whole 

system must be adopted. 

5.11. FPC was also told at the Planning Committee meeting that the County Council will not adopt 

the estate roads if the surface water drainage is not adopted. If the roads have to be maintained by 

the maintenance company this will increase the expense to the residents of the proposed 

development. Forty percent of the dwellings are to be affordable housing. FPC questions whether 

housing associations will be willing to take on properties in those circumstances with that financial 

burden. Whilst lenders can be found for private purchases when roads are not adopted, the range 

of lenders is depleted; the houses will be less attractive to the properly advised purchaser. 

5.12. Policy CC/9 paragraph (c) which requires that there must be adoption arrangements is 

reinforced by policy CC/8 para (f) which requires the arrangements to be established with the 

application. This has not been done. The application must therefore be turned down in these 

circumstances. 

5.13. Much of the FRA relies on highly specialised mathematical models and inputs. This is certainly 

the case for surface water management. FPC does not have access to the expertise necessary to 

verify these. It must therefore rely on SCDC and the Environment Agency to check and interrogate 

them properly. 

5.14. FPC makes the following additional comments on the FRA: 

5.14.1. Para 3.2 describes the boundaries of the site and watercourses. It omits – and therefore does 

not assess – the watercourse on the north-western boundary (which the Environment Agency 

identify as being to the west in their responses at Appendix B). 

5.14.2. The applicants are undertaking continuing groundwater monitoring to spring 2022. The 

application should not be determined (other than by refusal) without the results. FPC asks that 

they be supplied with the results. 
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5.14.3. Policy CC/1 requires a Sustainability Statement to show how climate change mitigation and 

adaptation has been embedded into the development. FPC can find no such statement. This is 

also contrary to development plan policy. 

5.14.4. Policy CC/8 requires maximum use to made of low land take drainage measures such as 

rainwater recycling, green roofs and so on. FPC sees no such proposals. 

5.14.5. At para 5.7 the applicants state that “surface water flooding is therefore not a development 

constraint.” This overstates the position and as the same para notes it is dependent on how the 

site is built out.  

5.14.6. In calculating attenuation storage table 3 in para 8.17 sets out storage parameters. It is not 

clear whether the figure of 2.87 ha for “Current Impermeable Area” has included the SuDS areas 

– see para 8.17 which says that it should. SCDC should check. 

5.14.7. Paras 8.25, 8.27 and 8.33 describe further work to be done on drainage design. FPC consider 

this work should be carried out prior to any decision to grant permission and that without it 

permission should be refused. 

5.14.8. Para 8.38, the conclusion, states that “The concepts outlined herewith will be subject to more 

detailed design considerations at a later stage”. This is not adequate. The site is adjacent to the 

Wardington Bottom Drain which discharges into the Cam or Rhee, which itself often has high 

water levels. Fowlmere is low-lying. The site itself is only 22 metres above sea level at its highest 

point (see the topographic survey at Appendix D of the FRA). Climate change adds uncertainty. 

Without bottoming out the matters in the FRA, permission should not be granted. 

5.15. In conclusion on drainage, the SuDS system is not going to be adopted. This creates serious 

flooding risks. 

 

6. Ecology and Biodiversity net gain 

6.1. We address first the Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) of April 2022. 

6.2. The EcIA states in the Executive Summary that a second water vole survey has yet to be carried out. 

It necessary before absence of water voles on the Wardington Bottom Drain can be confirmed (see 

also Table 6 on e-page 31). It also states that there will be a Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP).  That plan has however not been submitted. Both are necessary prior to 

any decision to grant permission and in their absence permission should be refused.  

6.3. Several members of the public have drawn attention in their comments to SCDC and at the public 

meeting on 4 July to the presence of deer on the application site and to owls and other wildlife. The 

EcIA acknowledges deer, but as an adverse influence on water voles, and owls are only 

acknowledged in Melwood Local Nature Reserve some 4 km away. 
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6.4. The EcIA describes impacted species and mitigation/compensation/enhancement (MCE) steps to 

counter or improve the negative impact. However, it does not specify how these measures will be 

secured and funded. Without this, the MCE is not certain. Permission should not be granted without 

the MCE being secured, together with the means of funding it. 

6.5. There are opportunities to mitigate effects on swifts by installing swift bricks - 

https://www.rspb.org.uk/our-work/rspb-news-original/news/stories/new-homes-for-swifts--the-

manthorpe-swift-brick/ which FPC commends to SCDC and the applicants. 

6.6. Biodiversity net gain (BNG) assessment. This is now a requirement for development. Whilst the BNG 

assessment shows 11.81% increase in habitat BNG and 39.71% increase in hedgerow BNG, there are 

no proposals in the application documentation for continuance and maintenance of the habitats and 

biodiversity, nor for how that would be enforced. Long term ecological management and monitoring 

needs a robust framework which provides for continued involvement of SCDC, nature conservation 

bodies and the local community. The arrangements need to be sufficiently firm to deliver results and 

sufficiently flexible to adapt to changing circumstances and any deterioration, all in time to allow for 

preventative action to be taken. FPC has seen no proposals for how this will be achieved. Without 

it, the BNG promises are worthless, and permission should be refused. 

 

7. Highways and transport 

7.1. These are comments on the Traffic Assessment (TA) undertaken by Vectos, dated April 2022 

7.2. First, it is important to note that the traffic survey took place between 16th and 22nd April 2021 (see 

para 2.16). This was during Step 2 of the 2021 Covid Lockdown. The figures make no reference to 

this nor to the potential for them being lower than would be expected in normal circumstances. The 

figures are therefore unreliable for long-term planning necessary for a planning application. No 

adjustments appear to have been applied. A non -lockdown reassessment should be undertaken to 

provide a proper and robust data set. 

7.3. Public Transport 

7.3.1. Whilst it is fair to say that an increased population would likely see the bus services be better 

used and therefore more viable (paras 2.29-32) it is not correct to say (para 2.33) that either 

Shepreth or Foxton Railway stations are easily walkable. While the distances are not prohibitive 

the routes are. Shepreth is accessed by the final part of Long Lane and Shepreth Road to the 

A10. This is not a safe road along which to walk. A member of FPC is an experienced marathon 

runner and would not use it to train. To reach Shepreth station a walker would then need to 

cross the A10 and continue to the far side of Shepreth. If this development were to take place 

a shared foot and cycle path to the A10 at least would be an essential part of the development.  
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7.3.2. We turn to access to Foxton station. The route would be the existing public right of way the 

first part of which crosses the application site then crosses fields, followed by roads and 

pavement in Foxton. The PROW is far safer than Long Lane / Shepreth Road to walk (or run) 

however it is very muddy during the winter months and also after a downpour through the 

summer. This realistically is a leisure route only (where you return home and are able to clean 

yourself up). But it is emphatically not a commuting route. This therefore adds strength to the 

foot and cycle path suggestion mentioned above. But any claim that there is a viable pedestrian 

commuting route to Foxton Station is unrealistic. 

7.3.3. At paras 2.34 - 36 the applicants rely on the proposed Travel Hub. This is a controversial 

project and by no means certain of going ahead. Foxton Parish Council has (on 28 June) advised 

FPC that the proposal will not go to the County Council planning committee before the autumn 

of 2022. At this stage it should not be given any substantial weight in this application. 

7.4. Vehicular Access 

7.4.1. Paras 4.4 – 4.6 describe vehicular access, in conjunction with drawings in Appendix D.  Two 

vehicle access points are proposed and are drawn of the same dimensions creating two new 

junction points on Long Lane. The northern access point is later in the document described as 

an emergency access. There are no evident restrictions for other vehicles. Elsewhere it is said 

that the emergency access would also be for pedestrians and cycles. Details of how this would 

be achieved (so that for example motorbikes would not be able to use it) have not been shown. 

Concerns were expressed at the public meeting on 4 July that the northern access point is on a 

bend and would therefore be dangerous. It is also opposite the Grade II listed Lower Farmhouse. 

If the access were to be unrestricted there would be an adverse impact on the listed building 

and its setting. 

7.5. Pedestrian Access 

7.5.1. Para 4.10 There is a popular coffee shop to the north of this site along Long Lane and also the 

civil parish cemetery is located to the north, again on Long Lane. The coffee shop is used by 

many, including dog walkers from the village. That aspect is likely to replicated and may increase 

from a development which would be closer to the coffee shop than most of the village. While it 

is true to say more pedestrian movements will be to the South it is incorrect to say pedestrian 

movements North will be “low”. 

7.5.2. At para 4.11 the applicants propose to fund the extension of the existing 20 mph speed limit 

to cover the application site frontage to Long Lane, subject to the necessary regulatory 

approvals. The lowering of the speed limit to 20mph is essential and not just desirable. Should 

SCDC be minded to grant permission FPC recommends a Grampian condition or restriction in 
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the s.106 agreement prohibiting occupation of development until the 20 mph limit is in place 

and securing the necessary funding for the regulatory applications and implementation. 

7.6. Cycle Infrastructure Assessment 

7.6.1. This begins at para 4.19. While cycling infrastructure in or near the village itself is very limited, 

the Cambridge Royston A10 cycle way lies to the north-west. It can be reached by cycling along 

Long Lane and joining it at the A10 junction. To suggest in para 4.20 that cyclists will not wish to 

access this path is a curious conclusion to draw. Additionally, many cyclists also use the single 

track Mill Road towards Melbourn also to the NW; this includes children attending Melbourn 

Village College. Additional safety measures for cyclists heading in these directions should be 

considered. A shared foot and cycle pathway to join into the Cambridge Royston cycleway would 

be appropriate. 

7.7. Vehicle Movements 

7.7.1. In Table 5.2 The predicted vehicle movements seem very low for a 125  house development. 

The prediction is 0.409 trips per dwelling in the morning peak. This is unrealistic for two adults 

or two adults with children. The applicants should be asked to explain the figure and provide 

credible forecasts. The same goes for the pm peak. This will affect the 12 hour forecasts as well. 

FPC urges SCDC and the County Council as Highway Authority to investigate these carefully.  

7.7.2. Para 5.7 – 5.11 and tables 5.4 – 5.5. This section of the TA describes the results of a sensitivity 

survey designed to check and validate (or not) the forecasts on which we have commented in 

the previous paragraph of this response. The applicants claim that they show trip rates similar 

to the forecasts discussed (see para 5.10). This misrepresents the position seriously. The 

sensitivity survey on Ryecroft Lane (serving 91 properties) provided more traffic movements 

than are being predicted for the 125 to be developed. The extra numbers are significant. To take 

just the am peak; the forecast for the proposed development is 51 arrivals and departures, but 

the Ryecroft Lane actual was 62, a difference of 11, or a 20% deviation. The deviation is higher 

when the difference in size of the two developments is taken into account (91 dwellings at 

Ryecroft Lane against 125 at the application proposal). The difference in numbers of dwellings 

is greater than 33%. Applying that to the Ryecroft Lane am peak numbers, to reach numbers for 

the application proposal would produce over 82 trips. The applicants’ TRICS based forecast is 51 

trips.  A larger development than that used as a test survey will not provide less traffic 

movements. 

7.7.3. It should also be noted that the Ryecroft Lane survey took place in November 2021 during 

Covid Plan B (the Omicron surge) which would have suppressed the number of traffic 

movements.  
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7.7.4. Para 5.11 concludes that the Table 5.1 forecasts for the application proposals are suitable. 

Given the forecasts seem to be low without explanation it is not possible to accept this 

conclusion.  

7.8. Traffic Growth 

7.8.1. Para 6.10 addresses the Shepreth Rd / A10 Junction. This junction is already busy; this will 

make it worse. No recognition has been given to the surge effect the Foxton Rail crossing has 

on traffic which hampers getting out of this junction and the frustrations that brings. Increasing 

these problems may lead to increased risk taking and therefore more road traffic incidents. The 

conclusion in para 6.11 that there will be no material impact on the junction is wrong in all the 

circumstances. 

7.8.2. FPC also notes that no assessment has been made of the increase in traffic by vehicles using 

the single track Mill Road towards Melbourn to avoid the Shepreth Rd / A10 junction. Human 

nature tells us that this will happen, and the impact of this additional traffic flow should be 

assessed especially as it is a popular route for cyclists (including children attending Melbourn 

Village College) who are trying to avoid busy roads. 

7.8.3. Paragraph addresses the A505/B1368 junction.  The claims and conclusions that the A505 / 

B1368 Junction will not be worsened lack a proper understanding of this junction’s history. 

There has been an A505 safety campaign running in the area (the Royston Crow newspaper has 

championed this) for many years. Delays in turning west out of the B1368 onto the A505 in the 

morning peak are frustrating. Given the staggering of the junction with the southern arm of the 

B1368, drivers have to observe not only traffic on the A505 but also northbound and eastbound 

traffic coming from that arm. 

7.8.4. FPC also notes that no assessment of additional traffic to Cambridge via B1368 Newton has 

been made. The assumption that Cambridge bound traffic will go to the A10 at Shepreth and 

head north is wrong. The Foxton Level Crossing causes substantial travel delays and so 

Cambridge bound traffic will head through the centre of the village and towards Newton & 

Harston on the B1368 where the railway is crossed via a bridge without delay. The impact of 

this additional traffic flow should be assessed. 

7.9. Footpaths and Public Rights of Way. 

7.9.1. These are not addressed in the TA. The footpath across the application site is the only PROW 

across countryside from Fowlmere. The built aspects of the proposed development will sit 

across it in the south-eastern section and border it on the west in the north-western section. In 

short, where the footpath crosses the application site it will cease to be rural and will become 

domesticated. There are two other walks from Fowlmere, but both are permissive only. Walking 
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routes are essential for dog-owners. “In terms of pets owned, dogs are the most common pet in 

UK households, with the share of households reporting dog ownership at 33%” 

(https://www.braemarfinance.co.uk/news-and-insights/facts-figures-pet-ownership - 

financiers of veterinary practices).  Walking is essential for public health. The domestication of 

this route (it will be paved and crossed by the estate roads) will adversely affect a healthy 

walking route which is the only PROW footpath starting in Fowlmere. 

 

8. Landscaping 

8.1. The Landscape and Visual Assessment states at para 8.2 that construction phase visual effects have 

not been considered “as construction would be completed in a relatively short time span”. At the 

Public Meeting on July 4 Croudace stated that construction would take nine months plus 125 weeks 

(one house being delivered each week). This gives a total construction period of three years three 

months. That is not “a relatively short time span”. However, when asked, Croudace would not 

commit to sales at one dwelling per week. The timescale could thus be longer. FPC asks SCDC to 

insist on assessment of construction phase visual effects. 

8.2. The PROW will suffer large effects. At para 8.5 the applicants state: “Although there is already built 

form in the view, the proposed development would still be a large change in the content of the view 

from this PROW. The sensitivity of this receptor is high, and the magnitude of change would be major 

adverse, therefore the level of effect is considered to be large”. It continues “the residual magnitude 

of change after mitigation planting has established would remain major adverse, therefore the level 

of effect is considered to be large”. In FPC’s view it will be hemmed in. For those in the centre of the 

village it will take even longer to reach open countryside. This is a considerable adverse material 

consideration to be put into the planning balance. The PROW is the only footpath PROW in Fowlmere 

– see our comments in the Highways section above. It would be domesticated and urbanised 

through the application site. 

8.3. A number of residential properties will be adversely affected. For Amberley (at the north-western 

boundary of the application site) “the magnitude of change would be major adverse, therefore the 

level of effect is considered to be large. Although the vegetation within the garden would continue 

to grow there would still be clear views of the proposed development at year 15 in the summer and 

the residual magnitude of change would remain major adverse, therefore the level of effect is 

considered to be large” (para 8.9). Linden House, in the middle of the western (Long Lane) boundary 

of the application site will suffer major adverse large effects (the detail is at para 8.13 of the LVA). 

The same goes for Uplands which is next door to Linden House. For it, detail is given at para 8.15 of 

the LVA. 
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8.4. Effects on National Character Areas and Landscape Character Areas 

8.4.1. We draw attention to the effects summarised in section 10 of the LVA, para 10.4. “In summary 

there would be a slight effect on the 87. East Anglian Chalk NCA, 8B: Morden to Duxford Lowland 

Chalklands LCA and the landscape character of the surrounding area (within 500m), and at most 

a large residual effect (at year 15) to the landscape character of the site and land use 

predominantly down the change in use and loss of openness”. 

8.4.2. We note with interest that the site itself is addressed in that paragraph. The effect is 

recognised as “a large residual effect (at year 15) to the landscape character of the site and land 

use predominantly down the change in use and loss of openness”. This chimes with our 

comments on the enclosing effects on the PROW crossing the site. The lesser effects on the NCA 

and LCA cannot compensate for the large effects on the site itself. 

8.4.3. Para 10.6 describes “Proposed mitigation measures [which] include the retention of existing 

landscape features, the creation of a large public open space in the northern part of the site, enhancement 

of site boundaries to improve the visual screening, planting to within the heritage buffer zone, tree 

planting throughout the development and the creation of a sustainable urban drainage system” It is said 

that “All of these measures will assist in reinforcing visual screening of the development from the users 

of the local roads, PRoW and inhabitants of residential properties and increase the biodiversity value of 

the site. The landscape proposals have considered the relevant opportunities and guidelines set out in the 

NCA and LCA”. However, as we have remarked on several occasions, there is no information on how 

these are to be secured, funded and enforced. Without that information and satisfactory proposals, the 

mitigation/compensation/enhancement is illusory and cannot be taken into account. Permission should 

be refused therefore. 

 

9. Masterplanning 

9.1. Masterplanning is dealt with in the Design and Access Statement (DAS). This section will focus on 

the DAS. 

9.2. FPC notes that this application is only in outline, save for access. So the DAS is important in 

establishing design principles against which reserved matters applications can be judged should 

permission be granted. In that event, FPC draws to SCDC’s attention the importance of securing by 

conditions that there is conformity with the DAS. 

9.3. However, FPC has a number of concerns with the content of the DAS and the masterplan. 

9.4. The intention from other documents in the application is clearly to have only one entrance to the 

site. There is a second emergency only entrance. (The DAS is confused on this and contemplates 

pedestrian and cycle access as well. It also suggests there are actually two full accesses. SCDC should 
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ensure this is corrected if permission is given.) FPC notes that the DAS suggests the western access 

will be open to all vehicles (see section 3.2 Concept Masterplan, feature 1). 

9.5. The effect of a single access is to create a relatively isolated development, a lollipop shaped 

development. The applicants claim the development will be permeable. But with all vehicular traffic 

going in and out of one entrance the layout will not be permeable by the rest of the village. Rather, 

it will resemble a gated community. Even if the emergency entrance is also a pedestrian and cycle 

entrance, it is situated at the far end of the development, furthest from the centre of Fowlmere. 

Visitors from the remainder of the village will thus not use it. Nor will it be attractive to any 

inhabitants of the development unless their onward journey is out of the village towards the A10. 

That is unlikely for pedestrian and cycle traffic. 

9.6. The document is not a design and access statement. A DAS has a technical definition in the 

Development Management Procedure Order 2015. The conclusions of the DAS make it clear that it 

does not meet the definition. Paragraph 7.1 states: “This document will be used initially for the 

purposes of a pre-application planning submission to South Cambridgeshire District Council and to 

explain the overall masterplan approach to the development of the Site. It does however also serve 

to explain our proposals to a wider audience so we welcome feedback from other key stakeholders 

and local groups”. 

9.7. The DAS is confused as to how many dwellings are proposed. In section 4.1 it states that the 

development is 120 dwellings. In the introduction it is 125 dwellings. By the time we reach the 

conclusion, section 7.1, the pictogram describing “Meeting housing need” says that the site can 

deliver 130 homes. These confusions throw doubt on what has been assessed. That needs to be 

clarified and the DAS amended, prior to the decision on the application, to reflect the actual 

application, namely up to 125 dwellings. Given that section 4.1 gives a net density figure, this must 

be clarified. 

9.8. The introduction lists plans which are to be read with the DAS. However, they have not all been 

submitted with the application.  The list in “Masterplanning” of the documents in the application 

suite is J0045337_CJ_MP_001; 005-6; 010 (four plans); and 011. The list in the introduction has, in 

addition, 002, 003, 004, 008 and 009. SCDC should require these plans to be submitted. 

9.9. At section 1.2 the DAS refers to and relies on the Oxford-Cambridge Arc. Is this concept still active? 

The expressway has been cancelled (see https://www.gov.uk/government/news/oxford-to-

cambridge-expressway-project-cancelled-as-transport-secretary-looks-to-alternative-plans-for-

improving-transport-in-the-region of March 2021). One blog, drawing on the Financial Times 

reporting, states that “This was a key priority of successive Conservative governments but individuals 

with knowledge of plans told the Financial Times that the project is no longer considered a priority 
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by ministers. Michael Gove (pictured), the levelling-up secretary, reportedly indicated privately that 

the project was on the backburner. Additionally, a team focused on delivering the Arc was reportedly 

disbanded within weeks of Gove taking up his new role in September last year” 

(https://www.techcentral.ie/uk-abandons-oxford-cambridge-arc-plan/ ). 

9.10. At section 1.5 the DAS states that it has taken two Scheduled Monuments into consideration 

– the Round Moat and Crows Parlour. However, the heritage and archaeology documentation shows 

a third, close to the application site and to its north. 

9.11. At section 2.1, Site photographs 1, 3 are wrongly labelled. This must be corrected. In addition, 

Photo 2 seems to be with a wide-angle lens (see the distorted foreground). Confirmation that all 

images are with a 50 mm lens on a full frame 35mm equivalent camera is needed, or correction 

where this is not the case. 

9.12. The DAS contains many conditional statements, or expressions of hope. These are not firm 

commitments. They need to be turned into firm commitments or abandoned prior to decision. For 

example, in section 3.2 essential storm water attenuation is stated to be “potential”.  In 2.2 we read 

“The existing areas within the flood zone could be planted with water tolerant species to increase 

the variety of vegetation across the Site”.  Similarly, some matters are “recommended” - e.g. an 

ecological buffer zone (section 2.2 again, under ecology on e-page 18).  See also Section 3.1 

Masterplan principles where the PROW route “could be upgraded …”. There are three other crucial 

“could”s in that section. Unless there is clarity on such matters they cannot be taken into account. 

They are, at best, mere aspirations with no substance or commitment. 

9.13.  In “Considerations” para 2.3 item 6 lists existing properties adjacent to the site boundary. It 

fails to list Amberley which adjoins immediately to the west of the application site and appears 

therefore not to have been considered. 

9.14. The concept masterplan is illustrative. But it essential that it prohibits dwellings on Flood 

Zones 2 and 3.  The land use areas (section 3.4) and “proposed”. It is not clear if these are firm figures 

or illustrative. They affect the storm water drainage proposals and capacity, so need to be tied down 

before decision. 

9.15. Sustainability – section 4.4. Are the photographs meant to be firm proposals? The solar panels 

and energy generation / savings should be secured by conditions if permission is granted. 

9.16. Conclusion on Masterplanning and the DAS. The claim for a permeable design is untenable 

with only one access. There has been no assessment of the effect of a second access however. The 

“lollipop” design will not integrate the development into the rest of the village. The DAS is confused 

as to how many dwellings are proposed and this affects its conclusions, for example as to density. It 

contains many statements of hope which need to be changed to firm commitments prior to decision. 
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Not all the plans are submitted with the application and the DAS cannot be understood without 

them. The DAS relies on the abandoned, or at least much downgraded Oxford-Cambridge Arc and 

does not recognise its true status. Therefore, the DAS gives a false picture. 

Fowlmere Parish Council 

6 July 2022 
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Appendix 

Representations by Fowlmere Primary School 

 

A FPC was contacted by the Chair of the Governors of Fowlmere Primary School in their official capacity 

with the following information. 

1 Primary School funding operates on a per pupil basis - Fowlmere Primary School receives a fixed 

amount (currently around £4 400 per pupil) each year. If the roll number drops, we receive less 

funding and have to adjust our provision accordingly. The demographic trends in South 

Cambridge is one of a declining population of school aged children, and this has severe 

implications for our primary schools.  

2 The school is currently not at capacity. Were it fully, it would receive roughly an extra £100 000 

each year, which would make an enormous difference to the provision we could offer. There Is a 

view in some areas of the community is that the school (and other local services) would not cope 

with an increased population, should new homes be built in Fowlmere, when in fact the opposite 

is true. Without sustainable development that brings families to the village, the school and other 

local services will struggle to survive in their current forms, and will have to make radical changes 

to the way they operate. Our increasing energy bills alone mean that we need more children on 

roll just to stay still. 

 

B In the light of that FPC put the following questions. 

 

1 What is the capacity of the school and what is the current gap between actual numbers and capacity? 

2 What would the position be if there were another 125 dwellings in the village? We imagine that there 

is a formula used by the County. Does it allow for pupils going into the private sector? 

 

The applicant’s anticipated build rate is 50 p.a. with 25 in the third year.  Obviously we do not have a 

projected start date. It is probably simplest to state the effect once a development of that size were to 

be fully occupied. The application states there will be: 

• 40% affordable housing in accordance with Policy H/10 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan  

• A housing mix of 30% 1 or 2 bed homes, at least 30% 3-bedroom homes and at least 30% 4 or 

more bedroom homes 

• 5% of the homes will be built to the accessible and adaptable dwellings M4(2) standard (See e-

page 20 of the applicant’s planning statement, para 6.9.) 
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3 There will be 16 further dwellings at Appleacre; they have permission already. What will be the effect 

of those on the school? 

 

4 You state that: “without sustainable development that brings families to the village, the school and 

other local services will struggle to survive in their current forms, and will have to make radical 

changes to the way they operate”.  What are the likely radical changes which the school would need 

to make?  And what are the “other local services” to which you refer please? 

 

C FPC received the following answers. 

 

1 Fowlmere School has a published admissions number of 120. This means we are considered to 

be full when we have 120 pupils on roll, and equates to admitting 15 pupils in each reception 

class (we are a half form intake). However, we are also subject to infant class size restrictions, 

which means that pupils in Reception, Year 1 and Year 2 cannot be in a class containing more 

than 30 children, without exceptional circumstances. Even if we only have 100 pupils in the 

school, we could not admit a bumper year of reception children, as when they move up the 

school, new intakes may take us over the combined limit of 30 pupils in each infant classroom. 

We currently have 94 pupils on roll; this number will drop lower in September as we have 17 

Year 6 children leaving for secondary school and 10 new children starting in Reception. Last year 

we had 104 children in school. As you can see, there is a considerable gap between our capacity 

and our current intake. This trend is largely driven by demographics; there was a considerable 

decrease in birthrates from around 2013 onwards which is resulting in fewer primary aged 

children. You can find a lot of information about local schools on: https://www.compare-school-

performance.service.gov.uk/compare-schools which has a pupil population and a finance tab.  

2 We do not know the expected uplift in pupil numbers should 125 dwellings be built; the County 

does indeed have a formula that uses the proposed mix of housing to calculate projected 

numbers. From a purely school point of view, 125 houses would be beneficial, as that is 

probably enough to ensure the school is at capacity and therefore maximising the funding 

available to the school. However, this has knock on effects for village families, as families will be 

forced to travel out of village to other provision. For schools, this is a good thing; Haslingfield 

has reduced to 5 classes from 7, Foxton is also struggling with school numbers and extra 

families can spread the wealth around, as it were. As school budgets are so tightly tied to pupil 
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numbers, small schools can have significant variation in funding year on year and yet we have 

very little control over our costs. 

3 We think the 16 new houses near the Village Hall are expected to bring 4-6 new children of 

primary age. For comparison, the new builds of large (4/5 bed) homes on Long Lane did not 

bring any extra families to the school; to my knowledge all the families in those houses have 

children in the private sector. The Section 106 money attached to the 125 houses would pay for 

a dedicated afterschool and preschool building on the School site, which we have been 

attempting to provide for many years. 

4 We cannot overstate how parlous the financial situation of all schools is right now. The increase 

in our energy bills alone mean we need around 3 extra children alone. Our options are: 

a. reduce class numbers further (so have 3 year groups in one class). This is deeply unpopular 

with parents, leading them to choose other schools and deeply unpopular with teachers, 

making it difficult to attract staff 

b. academise to move to an executive head model, where the school no longer has their own head 

teacher. Academisation does provide other benefits as well, but is by no means a sure bet. The 

Diocese of Ely Multi Academy Trust, has refused to take on small schools which it does not 

believe are financially viable; church schools (of which we are not one) have no choice but to 

join a church academy.  

 


