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Matter SC4C 

Do all of the sites designated by Policies NH/11, NH/12 and NH/13 meet the objectives/criteria relevant 
to the respective designations for safeguarding the land in respect of future development? 

Background 

1. The Davison Group has objected to the proposed designation of allotment land at Meadow Drift, 
Elsworth as Local Green Space (LGS) under Policy NH/12 in the submission draft of the emerging South 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan. The site has been given the reference NH/12-057 by SCDC and a copy of 
the representation is attached to this written statement as Appendix A. 

2. Appendix D accompanying the report to the Planning PFH of the 10th March 2015 provides a record 
of the Council’s assessment of sites proposed as LGS in the emerging Local Plan. The following is worth 
noting in relation to NH/12-057 (page 12): 

a. The site was not identified as potential LGS in the Council’s 2012 assessment; 
 

b. The Council’s 2013 assessment states that the site was ‘submitted by Parish Council. Valued 
community asset providing recreational use for the village. Meets the tests for LGS’. However, 
there is no record of the assessment that was undertaken to support the statement that the 
site meets the tests for LGS; 
 

c. The Council’s response to the objection is stated as ‘The site was previously assessed as 
meeting the tests for LGS and therefore unless new issues have been raised that affect the 
assessment or it has been shown that circumstances have changed the Council remains of the 
opinion that the site designation should remain in the plan’. As there is no record of the site’s 
assessment against the relevant tests in the first place, it is difficult to judge how the site may 
reasonably be re-assessed in the light of the objection to the proposed designation. 

3. There is no record of the Council assessing the site against the tests set out in paragraph 77 of the 
NPPF; whether in support of the proposed designation in 2013 or subsequently in response to the 
objection that was made in order to inform the report to the PFH in March 2015. The evidence base 
supporting the proposed designation of the site is clearly lacking and consequently there is no sound 
basis for the conclusion reached in 2013 and subsequently in 2015 that the site warrants LGS 
designation. Indeed, there was no apparent endeavour on the part of the Council to address the 
particular points raised in the representation objecting to the proposed designation which provided 
an assessment of the site against the NPPF tests. 

4. Given that the NPPF indicates that the management of development within defined LGS should be 
consistent with policy for Green Belts (paragraph 78) and similarly endure beyond the end of the plan 
period (paragraph 76) it is essential that the identification of sites should be undertaken with 
particular rigour against the NPPF tests and that the decisions accorded should be a matter of clear 
public record. This is not the case in respect of site NH/12-057 and consequently the proposal to 
designate the land as LGS cannot be regarded as sound. 

Issue (i) 

i. Does the wording of Policy NH/12 properly reflect paragraph 78 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework as any future proposal for development within a Local Green Space (LGS) would be subject 
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to the very special circumstances test once a LGS has been designated? (For the benefit of doubt, the 
annotation “LGS designation” in the questions below refers to proposed designations in the Plan) 

5. Policy NH/12 of the submitted Local plan states that: 

‘Local Green Space identified on the Policies Map will be protected from development that would 
adversely impact on the character and particular local significance placed on such green areas which 
make them valued by their local community. Only in exceptional circumstances and in discussion with 
the local community would development be permitted.’ 

6. Paragraph 78 of the NPPF states that: 

‘Local policy for managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent with policy 
for Green Belts.’ 

7. It is clear that the draft policy does not accord with the Government’s guidance in paragraph 78 of 
the NPPF. The approach to the management of development within Green Belt is provided in 
paragraphs 87-91 of the NPPF. Paragraph 87 in particular states that: 

‘As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green 
Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.’ 

8. The draft policy confuses terminology used in the NPPF, ‘exceptional circumstances’ relate to the 
designation of new areas of Green Belt or changes to the boundaries of existing Green Belts, not the 
management of development within a Green Belt where ‘very special circumstances’ must be 
demonstrated. 

9. Furthermore, to properly reflect the requirement in paragraph 78 of the NPPF, the draft policy 
should acknowledge that it is only ‘inappropriate development’ that would be harmful to a LGS. In 
paragraph 89 the NPPF lists exceptions to this presumption that by definition are not ‘inappropriate 
development’ and therefore should be acceptable in principle within a defined LGS. 

10. In conclusion the draft policy is flawed, failing to properly reflect the intent of national planning 
policy as set out in the NPPF. It is consequently unsound. 

Issue (xiv) 

xiv. Would the LGS designation of the allotment gardens on land at Meadow Drift, Elsworth be 
necessary or appropriate given that Policy SC9 of the Plan would provide adequate protection to the 
allotments from their loss or future development? (NH/12-057) 

11. The proposed LGS designation of site NH/12-057 as LGS is not necessary, nor is it appropriate. 

12. Policy SC/9 of the draft Local Plan states that: 

‘Planning Permission will not be granted for proposals resulting in the loss of land or buildings providing 
for recreational use or for the loss of allotments or community orchards except where: 

a. They would be replaced by an area of equivalent or better quantity and quality and in a suitable 
location; or 

b. The proposed development includes provision of open space, or sports and recreation facilities of 
sufficient benefit to outweigh the loss; or 
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c. An excess of provision in quantitative and qualitative terms is clearly demonstrated in all the 
functions played by the land or buildings to be lost, taking into account potential future demand and 
in consultation with local people and users.’ 

13. Subsequently, paragraphs 9.36 & 9.37 state that: 

‘Allotments and community orchards are important resources to have within a village and are valued 
by the local community – this is reflected in how many such sites are now designated as Local Green 
Space (see Chapter 6 - Policy NH/12 Local Green Space). The Council will resist development that 
adversely impacts on these green features.’ (My underlining) 

‘There is demand for more allotments within the district and the Council would not want communities 
to lose existing allotments unless suitable replacement land can be provided that is acceptable to the 
local community.’ (My underlining) 

14. The supporting text to Policy SC/9 reflects a confusion over the appropriate role of LGS policy. The 
appropriate test that should be reflected in paragraph 9.36 is not ‘development that adversely 
impacts’ but the test of ‘inappropriate development’ in proper reflection of the advice in paragraph 
78 of the NPPF. However, of greater import is the clear provision in Policy SC/9 and in paragraph 9.37 
that allotment land may be lost to development ‘… if suitable replacement land can be provided…’ This 
is an entirely reasonable and pragmatic approach that can lead to enhanced levels of allotment 
provision.  

15. However, as a consequence, the draft Local Plan is contradictory. Where allotment land has been 
designated as LGS the proper policy approach in accordance with the NPPF would be that boundaries 
would be expected to endure beyond the plan period, changed only in exceptional circumstances; and 
that very special circumstances would need to be demonstrated to allow development. These tests 
arguably may well frustrate the delivery of enhanced allotment provision, particularly where the only 
basis for LGS designation is that the site is an allotment. 

16. In conclusion, Policy SC/9 is a suitable and pragmatic policy approach that will provide protection 
to allotment land from development. However, it is undermined by the designation of allotments as 
LGS which introduces a significantly higher policy hurdle to be crossed if development is to be 
permitted in accordance with Policy NH/12, either as currently framed or as it should be properly 
framed to reflect the NPPF. Consequently the policy approach of the draft Local Plan is unsatisfactory 
and contradictory, failing to meet the requirement of the NPPF at paragraph 154 that ‘Only policies 
that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a development proposal should 
be included in the plan.’ 

Summary and Conclusions 

17. The duly made representation (64911) attached as Appendix A clearly sets out an assessment of 
the objection site (NH/12-057) against the tests of paragraph 77 of the NPPF and the paragraph 182 
tests of ‘soundness’ as defined by the Council. It would seem that the only basis for the proposed LGS 
designation is the use of the land as allotments. Circumstances pertaining to this use are explained in 
the representation, attached as Appendix B are photographs of the site.  

18. We demonstrate that the site does not meet the tests for LGS designation as set out in the NPPF. 
No part of the Council’s evidence base serves to demonstrate otherwise. 

19. Furthermore, we consider that draft Policy NH/12 is flawed, failing to properly reflect the intent 
of national planning policy as set out in the NPPF. In addition, the contradiction between draft Policies 



SC4C/17480/64911 

 

NH/12 and SC/9 given the LGS designation of allotment land, in particular site NH/12-057, serves to 
create a circumstance whereby the draft Plan fails to meet the requirements of paragraph 154 of the 
NPPF. 

20. To conclude, the objection site NH/12-057 does not meet the tests of paragraph 77 of the NPPF; 
draft Policy NH/12 is not consistent with paragraph 78 of the NPPF; and the relationship between draft 
Policies NH/12 and SC/9 is not consistent with paragraph 154 of the NPPF. The draft Local Plan must 
be considered unsound as presently drafted; the proposed LGS designation of the objection site 
NH/12-057 must be removed. 
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