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Cambridge Green Party - OBJECTION 
 

Hybrid planning application 21/05476/FUL, Land South of Coldhams Lane  

Objection to components  
a) outline planning application for commercial development comprising B8 floorspace, 

including ancillary E(g)i floorspace, and flexible B8/E(g) floorspace, car and cycle parking, 
landscaping and associated infrastructure with all matters reserved except for access on 
Parcel A;  

b) full planning application for recreation and ecological enhancements, including landscaping, 
public open space and pedestrian and cycle access on Parcel C; 

c) full planning application for ecological enhancements on Parcel B. 
 
As in our response to this planning application in 2021, the Green Party has several objections to the 
revised application, expanded on in more detail below, and summarised as follows:  

• The application’s poor reflection of the 2018 Local Plan; its incomplete and inaccurate 
nature and the provision of incomplete data; and failure to properly accommodate earlier 
consultations 

• Increased traffic and congestion 

• Increased air pollution 

• Negative impact on protected open spaces and biodiversity 

 

Failure to follow 2018 Local Plan  
 
Policy 16 of the adopted 2018 Cambridge City Council Local Plan calls for the redevelopment of 
Parcel A “to allow for appropriate commercial uses and some outdoor recreational uses” and clarifies 
that "Parcel A could provide for the relocation of 'space intensive' uses such as builders' merchant, 
sales and storage facilities which are currently located on land elsewhere in the City" presumably to 
free up this land for building homes there.  The plans for four B8 Storage Warehouses (14-16m in 
height) are intended for a new last-mile distribution hub and so do not allow for relocation of any 
existing businesses in the City.  
 
Furthermore, a 2021 GCP-commissioned study, involving a survey of logistic companies about their 
need for B8 storage in Cambridgeshire, concluded that regional operators prefer to service 
Cambridge from the north, using the A10, and national operators prefer the approach from the A14 
and A428.  Parcel A is not easily reached from any of these approach roads and the location is thus 
far from appropriate for such a facility; logistics operators prefer to be as close as possible to the 
main access routes.  This application is therefore clearly not in accordance with the expected uses 
described in the Local Plan. 
 
It is also highly inappropriate in the current 2022 context: the County Council and City Council have 
declared both a Climate Emergency and a Biodiversity Emergency and have committed to zero 
carbon emissions by 2030.  The Greater Cambridge Partnership is undertaking consultations on 
proposals to reduce traffic across the whole city.  The application contravenes these laudable aims 
and will contribute to local authorities failing to meet their targets.  It is inappropriate to place a 
delivery hub like this in a residential area that can only be accessed by narrow, traffic-calmed roads, 
totally unsuitable for HGVs.  The site is at the centre of an existing and well established residential 
area, which is soon to be expanded through other developments (over 1000 homes on the Trinity 
Fields site; 1000s of homes expected to be built on Marshalls land, once Cambridge Airport 
relocates) creating greater congestion and pollution.  It therefore should be rejected. 
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Inadequate consultation  
 
The claim in section 9 of the Design and Access Statement (DAS) that there has been extensive 
engagement with the community is untrue.  The new proposal still bears little resemblance to the 
original plans that were discussed and exhibited in 2017, 2018 and 2019: the community 
engagement activities mentioned in the STATEMENT_OF_COMMUNITY_INVOLVEMENT that were 
carried out prior to 2021 are irrelevant as the latest planning application is now so different.  Over 
610 objections were raised against the 2021 planning application (21/02326/FUL), the main concern 
being the building of a B8 logistics hub in the middle of a growing residential area and the resulting 
problems with 24/7 HGV traffic congestion, noise, safety and air pollution.  The new DAS states that 
it is a "revised version that has worked through and sought to address the comments made to the 
original submission".  We see no clear evidence of this. 
 
We hope residents of Barnwell Road and Newmarket Road have been informed of the new 
application, given the new proposal for HGV routing and huge health risks of air pollution.  There is a 
primary school (Galfrid School) on Barnwell road, which already faces serious traffic issues including 
engine idling.  Although these properties are at a distance from the application site, residents may 
be directly impacted. 
 
The application still contains incomplete data which hampers a comprehensive evaluation.  There 
are discrepancies and much of the material is difficult for a lay person to interpret.  Some 
assumptions and conventions are not spelled out.  The maps and diagrams in the DAS and the 
associated documents give a confusing and at times contradictory picture of what is planned – some 
changes have been made since the 2021 application, but these are not all listed and are difficult to 
spot. 
 

Increased traffic and congestion  
 
There will be greatly increased traffic disruption and congestion if the application were to go ahead.  
Given the previous large number of objections to the damaging proposal to route HGVs around the 
church in Cherry Hinton, the new proposal is to route HGVs westwards along Coldhams Lane.  
Transport Appendix 7.1, Part 1, Page 51-100, suggests that alterations to the height of the Coldham's 
Lane railway bridge would enable HGVs to pass onto the Coldham's Lane / Brooks Road / Barnwell 
Road roundabout.  This would mean that they would then pass either through Romsey / Coleridge, 
or up Barnwell Road (the shortest route), along Newmarket Road to exit the city.  This would bring 
additional heavy traffic into an already congested area - Coldhams Lane residents have repeatedly 
asked Councillors for an HGV ban.  
 
Lowering the road under the rail bridge will cause major gridlock during construction and, once the 
route is open, will lead to much more traffic of all kinds.  Extra HGVs on the roundabout near 
Sainsbury's will worsen the already bad congestion there.  This level of HGV transport is 
unacceptable, in terms of congestion, damage to the already poor roads, noise, particulate pollution 
(see below), and greenhouse gas emissions, all of which are bad for health, safety, and the 
environment.  Potential enforcement mechanisms (signage and leaflets) are unlikely to prevent 
some drivers from following sat navs and approaching via Cherry Hinton.   
 
The new application continues to make significant inaccurate claims concerning the impact on 
traffic, both immediately and in the long-term.  It is disingenuous for the Environmental Statement: 
Non-Technical Summary to say in §9: “Changes in road traffic on the local road network as a result of 
the Development would not be perceptible and, therefore, the effect is negligible.” 
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Under both scenarios, it is anticipated that there will be over 400 vehicular journeys during both the 
weekday morning and evening peak hours.  The data is only for week day peak times but in reality 
traffic is likely to increase around the clock.  Although not explicitly stated in the revised proposal, 
the plans are sufficiently similar to the withdrawn proposal to allow one to estimate that there is 
sufficient space for the handling of approximately 44 HGVs on site at any one time.  The impact of 
even a relatively small number of HGVs on traffic queues should not be underestimated, given that 
an HGV is around four times the length of an average car and has a larger turning circle, lower 
manoeuvrability and slower acceleration.  The environmental harm of the increased traffic as a 
whole has thus clearly not been properly addressed in the application. 
 

Increased air and noise pollution 
 
We strongly object to the application on the grounds that it will increase emissions within a built up 
area, contrary to local and national commitments to improve air quality across the UK.  There is 
likely to be an immediate negative impact on air pollution, with an increase over time.  HGVs are 
likely to be running on diesel until at least 2040, and the increased exhaust emissions will expose all 
Cherry Hinton residents (current and future, especially children in the nearby schools) to excessive 
pollution leading to poor health.  Pollution from HGVs is likely to remain trapped at a low breathable 
level by the buildings lining the narrow roads through which the vehicles will pass.  Since this cannot 
be mitigated the proposal must be refused on grounds of contravening the UK’s Air Quality Plan. 
 
There is evidence for health damage from air pollution, particularly from vehicles: diesel emissions 
have a particularly bad effect on older people (who have poorer resilience to respiratory conditions) 
and children.  Homes close to HGV routes have been shown to have increased incidences of asthma 
in children.  Air quality in Cambridge is already at PM2.5 concentration1, which is 6.4 times above 
the safe level as defined by the World Health Organisation.  PM2.5 levels are particularly damaging 
to children's developing lungs.  The 2021 report The Invisible Threat2 by Asthma UK and the British 
Lung Foundation found that nearly a third of English schools and colleges (31%) are located in areas 
of high PM2.5.  Weakened and growing lungs are most at risk, with air pollution hitting pregnant 
women, children, older people, those living with a lung condition and those on the lowest incomes 
the hardest.  This report called for serious changes by government to safeguard people’s health. 
Abbey is one of the most deprived parts of Cambridge, and therefore is at the highest risk of all the 
negative outcomes described above.  We recognise that chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement 
covers air quality, and includes an assessment of sensitive receptors along Barnwell Road, 
Newmarket Road, and Wadloes Road, but await further information on whether this assessment is 
adequate (we have been promised such information from the case officer). 
 
The noise association with the 24/7 increase in HGV traffic will also be highly detrimental to the 
mental and physical well-being of many in the local community.  It is now well established by 
Environmental Protection UK, the national charity that: “Noise can cause annoyance and fatigue, 
interfere with communication and sleep, reduce efficiency and damage hearing”3 .  

 
Increased risk of flooding and water pollution 
 
There is likely to be an elevated risk of flooding and pollution potential, which will increase over 
time.  We note that Cambridgeshire County Council has objected to the application for several 
reasons relating to drainage and because insufficient information has been provided on mitigation of 

 
1 https://www.iqair.com/us/uk/england/cambridge 
2 https://cdn.shopify.com/s/files/1/0221/4446/files/Invisible_Threat_FINAL_compressed.pdf?v=1612948799 
3 https://www.environmental-protection.org.uk/policy-areas/noise/noise-health/ 

https://www.environmental-protection.org.uk/policy-areas/noise/noise-health/
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flooding and pollution.  The response by Anglian Water notes that surface water management on 
Parcel A has been insufficiently addressed in the application, and that their “Desktop analysis has 
suggested that the proposed development will lead to an unacceptable risk of flooding 
downstream”. 
 
Following development of Parcel A, water flow may well be increased (less vegetation in Parcel A to 
absorb rainfall) and more erratic, both of which will further increase with the current visible and 
future scientifically predicted changes due to climate change.  The application states that surface 
water from Parcel A will be disposed of through the “existing watercourse” – i.e. it will flow into the 
East Lake and then out into Cherry Hinton Brook (as is currently the case).  We are particularly 
concerned about the impact of this on the Brook, as well as the potential for increased pollution 
from silt and toxic chemicals associated with both the construction and operation of the delivery 
hub in Parcel A.   
 
The OUTLINE REMEDIATION IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (section 1) states that "elevated 
concentrations of hydrocarbons are present in localised areas of the waste deposits. Asbestos 
containing materials (ACMs) and free asbestos fibres have also been confirmed to be present in some 
parts of the waste deposits". The MASTERPLAN DOCUMENT (section 4.1.7) also refers to the 
problems of “long term contamination risk arising from the historic use of the site for landfill”. 
Adding a capping layer on Parcel A, particularly the component south of the Tins, will cause 
significant disturbance of waste deposits as this land is very uneven – it does not uniformly slope 
north to south as shown in the application diagrams.  This means that it will need levelling which will 
lead to potentially significant disturbance of any contaminated waste buried close to the surface.  
Exposure to contaminated dust (including asbestos fibres) will be a very serious health risk for those 
living nearby and children in the primary schools during the 4 years construction phase. 
 

Negative Impact on designated “protected open spaces” 
 
All three Parcels covered by this application are designated “protected open spaces” (POS), although 
the DAS refers only to Parcel B as POS. Policy 67 (on protected open spaces) of the 2018 Local Plan 
states that development proposals will not be permitted which would harm the character of, or lead 
to the loss of, open space of environmental and/or recreational importance unless: the open space 
can be satisfactorily replaced in terms of quality, quantity and access with an equal or better 
standard than that which is proposed to be lost; and the re-provision is located within a short walk 
(400m) of the original site.  Cambridge has been recognised as lacking adequate public green space 
for its residents, and in the Cherry Hinton area this is going to get worse as more housing is built. 
The application as designed will not improve this, and does not meet the criteria in Policy 67l 
 
For Parcel A in particular, despite the revisions in the new application it is not clear how the 
proposals to create POS meet the Policy 67 criteria.  It is absolutely not obvious how an industrial 
delivery centre with heavy traffic including HGVs, can provide acceptable POS within its boundaries. 
 
For Parcel B, the application proposes no public access, although in the 2018 Local Plan, this area is 
allocated for leisure; whilst closed to the public now, this Parcel provides a perfect opportunity to 
provide new public amenity space for the local community, and if managed appropriately, could take 
some of the pressure off Parcel C.  There is no reason why regulated public access should conflict 
with managing the area for wildlife; all other nature reserves within the City permit public access 
and we disagree with the statement that “the intrinsic value of Parcel B is in its lack of public access, 
which makes it ideal for wildlife”.  The new DAS states that in the formal pre-application advice of 8 
February 2021 (ref: 20/51532/PREAPP) officers broadly supported using Parcel B as a wholly 
ecological zone with no public access; we object to this and think it should be reviewed. 
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For Parcel C, a more transparent and inclusive discussion is needed to determine the types of activity 
that will be compatible with both the biodiversity and the safety issues.  The application gives no 
estimate of visitor numbers that will result from opening of the site, or that could be accommodated 
within the site at any particular time or season.  In early consultations it was agreed that an urban-
style park, with hard landscaping, would not be appropriate. However, the proposals include more 
hard-core paths than expected, as well as “lakeside paving” which is inappropriate and unnecessary 
(it will cause run-off and prevent the growth of natural vegetation around the lake).  The plan for the 
western lake in particular looks more like that for an urban park than a wildlife area.  The application 
does not make it clear how little “dry land” surrounds the lakes, nor the steep cliffs and drop-offs 
adjacent to the water: although Parcel C covers 15.9 ha, we estimate that about 90% of this is open 
water.  The area available for park activities is essentially the narrow path around both lakes. 
 
Although under the 2018 Local Plan, a condition of development of Parcel A is that a master plan for 
the urban country park must be prepared by the developer, such an approach is appropriate for 
such a large area of protected open space, with multiple ownership (City and County Councils, 
Anderson Group and a university college, Peterhouse).  We would urge the Planning Committee to 
find an option whereby funding for the urban country park could be made available through the 
development of Parcel A, but the design and proposals for the park as a whole (in particular Parcels 
B and C), as well as for its management, could be developed by the users of the area, 
representatives of all the owners, and appropriate wildlife and environmental experts such as the 
Wildlife Trust and CPPF. 
 

Lack of adequate future proofing 

 

As in our response to the previous application, we object on the basis that the scale of the 
development will increase the vulnerability of both human and environmental ecosystems in 
predictable ways not so far accounted for, and the application fails to provide adequate future 
proofing, as follows: 

• Failure to accommodate reasonably expected regulatory changes: Although this application 
has to be considered in the context of the 2018 Local Plan, we consider it would be wrong not to 
take into account the rapid evolution of concepts and policies for the forthcoming Greater 
Cambridge Local Plan, the information gathered through the Green Infrastructure assessment, 
and the development of the new Biodiversity Strategy. The forthcoming finalisation and 
adoption of the draft Biodiversity Supplementary Planning Document (BSPD) should also be 
taken into consideration as it is anticipated to impact on the implementation of the proposals in 
the application.  The BSPD will provide guidance on requirements for achieving Biodiversity Net 
Gain (BNG), as will be required by the new Environment Bill once published.   

• Failure to properly account for the scale of the development both in the short and long term: 
This area (the three Parcels cover an area about the size of Coldhams Common) is recognised as 
a key opportunity for providing more access to green space and for protecting the City’s 
biodiversity, containing as it does two City Wildlife Sites and several protected open spaces.  The 
proposed development of Parcel A and the associated major increase in traffic, pollution and 
human disturbance both during and after construction, combined with the anticipated greatly 
increased visitor numbers to Parcel C, will have a negative impact on the blue-green corridor , its 
wildlife and  local residents.   On Parcel A, the applicant is proposing a development massively 
out of size and scale for the area into which they wish to squeeze it; this will have a significant 
detrimental effect on the amenity of surrounding houses and flats; for example, the plan 
mentions trees which would need at least 40 years or more to ‘visually hide’ the development 
from view. 
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• Failure to account for and model the impact of reasonably predictable indirect medium- and 
long-term consequences: The major increase in the population, housing and traffic surrounding 
this site in future years has not been considered. When the airport is relocated, and Marshall’s 
land is re-developed, this area will become even more residential, with thousands more homes 
predicted in the future.  The development of the airport area will result in homes that would be 
negatively affected by the proposed delivery hub on Parcel A, and that themselves will impact 
on the plans for Parcel B and C through increased demand for access to open space.  

 

Negative impact on biodiversity 
 
As noted in our previous objection, although we support the proposal for establishment of an urban 
country park in the area of the lakes as laid out in the 2018 Local Plan, provided that this respects 
wildlife and that access and security issues are fully addressed in the master and management plans, 
we object to the proposals in this application.  Concerns that we expressed in our objection to 
21/02326/FUL (e.g. on visitor volume and visitor impacts, alterations to the natural vegetation, 
parking, drainage, and management structures) have not been addressed. 
 
The application will result in a net loss to biodiversity, with no measurable “net gain” as will be 
required by national and local policy.  Parcel A, designated at City Wildlife Site 17: Coldham’s Lane 
Old Landfill Site, was of significant local biodiversity value prior to the destruction of the vegetation 
by the applicant in 2013.  The application shows a negligible net gain of 2.14%, and a revision of the 
figures to address errors and inconsistencies is likely to result in a net loss in biodiversity.  In any 
case, a 2.14% net gain is a long way short of the 20% aspiration set out in the most recent Greater 
Cambridge Local Plan proposals.  The current draft BSPD not only refers to a need for 10% BNG 
percentage, as a minimum, but also notes the aspirations for a higher percentage (20%) more in line 
with recent calls for “doubling nature” for all new development within Greater Cambridge. 
 
The application covers a vital area of what is essentially a blue-green corridor running from Cherry 
Hinton to the Cam River.  The lakes and brook, in particular, are tightly linked with some wildlife 
dependent on both habitats, such as kingfishers which feed in one and nest in the other.  The lakes 
are important for both wintering and breeding birds, as well as occasional visitors that stop over 
briefly – a common scoter was recorded there this year, and a bittern has been recorded in the past.  
The trees and bushes are vital habitat for spring migrants such as willow, Cetti and reed Warblers, 
chiff chaff, blackcap, siskin and many others.  The small areas of grassland are important for key 
species including bee orchids.  In the last year, otters have been recorded in the lakes, with sightings 
in the brook.  The ecological information gathered by the applicant was far from comprehensive and 
it is likely that the biodiversity value of the site has been under-represented and the impacts 
downplayed.  The 2006 Cambridge Nature Conservation Strategy recommends that the lakes should 
be designated as a Local Nature Reserve, which would provide their wildlife some statutory 
protection, whilst still allowing public access for recreation.  We think that this recommendation still 
stands and would like to see the proposal for the lakes take this option into consideration. 
 
Tree felling is proposed for some of the areas around West Lake, particularly in the corner defined 
by Burnside and the Tins, the location of the proposed main pedestrian entrance.  Further 
information must be provided on which trees are to be removed, given that the willows along 
Burnside have Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs).  The wildlife will inevitably be disturbed by 
increased visitor numbers and the proposal for dog walking as a permitted activity.  There is plentiful 
scientific evidence that demonstrates that the presence of dogs is disruptive to wildlife.  The 
different uses of the two lakes and the surrounding areas need further discussion, with all those 
involved having a full understanding of: the ownership patterns and what this means, the different 
physical characteristics of the lakes, the location of key wildlife, the opportunities for re-wilding and 
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biodiversity restoration, the interests of the anglers, etc.  The details of which areas should be open 
to the public, which should be closed and which should have restricted access should be decided 
collaboratively.   
 

Failure to address active travel issues adequately 
 
Improvements to the Tins cycle path (especially the bridge over the railway) and other cycling and 
active transport routes in this area are urgently needed, but the application does not address these 
adequately.  The application refers to possible financial contributions towards improving the rail 
bridge on the Tins path and other improvements that the developer has no control over, and so 
should be disregarded.  The Tins path rail bridge is a particular sticking point, as Network Rail have 
so far refused to allow improvement works and, according to a statement from them as part of the 
application, have no intention of allowing any improvements as part of this proposal.  The 
application shows the Tins path going under the road access across the delivery hub site in Parcel A, 
creating an unsafe underpass that might become a place of anti-social behaviour; it should be 
routed above traffic, creating a visible and safe route for pedestrians and cyclists.  The application 
does not outline how pedestrian and cycle access from Cherry Hinton to Mill Road will be 
maintained during construction - it would be unacceptable to cut off the vital Tins path for any 
length of time.  
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