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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 The inspectors letter, dated 20 May 2015, sets out key concerns in relation to the overall development

strategy, the Green Belt Study, the SA/SEA and the objectively assessed housing need in the

submission Local Plans.

 The councils commissioned additional work in response to these concerns although the briefs issued

to consultants restricted the scope of that work.

 We consider that the proposed modifications, the SA Addendum Report and the additional technical

work do not address the concerns raised by the inspectors.

 As such, the Local Plans are still not sound since they are not justified, have not been positively

prepared, they will not be effective and they do not comply with national policy.

 The Local Plans, as proposed to be modified, are still not sound for the following reasons:

o under-estimation of the level of objectively assessed housing need in both Cambridge and

South Cambridgeshire;

o unrealistic deliverability of Waterbeach and Bourn, both in respect of the timescales, the level

of infrastructure required and the potential funding gap;

o 2012 Green Belt Study now appears to have been ‘abandoned’, rather than corrected and

explained;

o the new 2015 LDA Green Belt Study is not robust and has inconsistencies in terms of scoring,

subdivision of sites and double counting thus adding to the lack of clarity and confusion on the

matter;

o lack of clarity on the sustainability balance that forms the basis of the Local Plans (including

weight given to green belt considerations when compared to sustainability considerations);

o lack of clarity and consistency in the comparison of reasonable alternatives to the preferred

options;

o inconsistencies and disparities between the assessment of new settlements when compared

to the assessment of urban fringes sites;

o no consideration in the SA Addendum Report of the likely significant impact that the increase

in travel by car as a result of the dispersal development strategy and the under-estimation of

housing need which will not support the required level of jobs growth in the draft Local Plans

could have on climate change;

o insufficient employment land has been allocated to meet the specific needs of the bio-medical

and healthcare based R&D sector close to CBC and Addenbrooke’s Hospital.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 This planning report has been prepared on behalf of Lands Improvement Holdings Ltd and Pigeon Land

Ltd in response to the Proposed Modifications to the draft Local Plans, the SA Addendum Report and

the additional background technical work carried out in 2015 following the inspectors letter dated 20

May 2015 setting out preliminary findings and expressing concerns about the soundness of the

submission Local Plans.

1.2 Lands Improvement Holdings Ltd and Pigeon Land Ltd have land interests at Cambridge South, located

south of Addenbrooke’s Road, east of Hauxton Road and west of Shelford Road.  The proposals

comprise:

 approximately 45 hectares (85,000sqm) of office/research and employment development (science
park);

 around 1,250 market, affordable and key worker dwellings;

 neighbourhood shops and community facilities;

 new primary school;

 public open space;

 strategic landscaping;

 country park;

 highways and other supporting infrastructure.

1.3 The site is available and deliverable within the early part of the plan period since the required

infrastructure can be provided quickly without the need for City Deal funding.

1.4 This report supports comments made on a number of specific Proposed Modifications and also

comments on various sections of the SA Addendum Report.

1.5 The inspectors advised in 2014 that employment land delivery will be considered during a separate

session at the examination and re-confirmed this late last year and we have, therefore, sought to

minimize the number of comments made about this matter in the representations. A copy of the 2014

letter is attached in Appendix 1.

1.6 The Proposed Modifications indicate that comments should only be made on the Proposed Modifications

and the SA Addendum Report and while we have sought to adhere to this, in order to fully consider the

comments made by the inspectors in their 20 May 2015 letter, we have had to comment on the additional

background technical work that has been carried out, particularly where no changes are being proposed.

For example, we have commented on the Peter Brett Report in respect of the objectively assessed

housing need for Cambridge City even though there is no change proposed in the level of housing need.
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2 OBJECTIVELY ASSESSED HOUSING NEED AND HOUSING DELIVERY

2.1 Objectively Assessed Housing Need

2.1.1 The 20 May 2015 inspectors letter outlined the following key findings about the objectively assessed

housing need in the submission Local Plans:

 “The SHMA methodology for assessing the need for housing is not entirely consistent with

Planning Practice Guidance”;

 “The SHMA Assessment is at the lower end of the likely range of possible levels of need [for

housing] to 2031”;

 “We are concerned, in particular, that the councils’ approach to the establishment of the full

objectively assessed need has not fully taken into account the advice in the Planning Practice

Guidance regarding market signals, particularly in relation to affordability”;

 “There is no evidence before us that the councils have carried out the kind of assessment of

market signals referred to in the Guidance, or considered whether an upward adjustment to

planned housing numbers would be appropriate”;

 “There should be clear evidence that the councils have fully considered the implications and likely

outcomes of an upward revision in housing numbers on the provision of affordable housing”.

2.1.2 The inspectors also asked the councils to consider the implications of the 2012 based Household

Projections.

2.1.3 It is clear from the inspectors’ preliminary conclusions that the 2013 Cambridgeshire Strategic Housing

Market Assessment (SHMA) did not follow a PPG compliant approach to draw conclusions on

objectively assessed need.  It is equally clear that the inspectors considered that housing need had

been under-estimated in the submission Local Plans.

2.1.4 In response to the key findings from the inspectors, the councils instructed Peter Brett Associates

(PBA) to prepare further evidence on objectively assessed housing need.  Based upon this additional

evidence, the objectively assessed housing figure for Cambridge City is proposed to remain at 14,000

dwellings over the plan period and the objectively assessed housing figure for South Cambridgeshire

is proposed to increase by 500 to 19,500 dwellings.

2.1.5 GL Hearn has prepared a separate report in response to the additional work carried out by PBA and

as part of this has undertaken updated modelling, based upon the 2012 demographic forecasts. This

report has been submitted with the representations.  In summary, we consider that the PBA evidence

under-estimates the full objectively assessed housing need in Cambridge and South

Cambridgeshire for the following reasons.
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2.1.6 The demographic projections should be adjusted because they assume that household

formation amongst younger households is suppressed. In line with Paragraph 15 of PPG, the

household projections for both Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire should, therefore, be adjusted

to address issues associated with suppressed household formation.

2.1.7 Economic growth expectations are not addressed in the PBA evidence, as required in the PPG

and in Paragraph 158 of the NPPF. This results in a mis-alignment of housing and employment,

meaning that the labour supply will not be able to support the expected job growth. Job growth will,

therefore, need to be met in effect from increasing long distance commuting from outside South

Cambridgeshire, which is not a sustainable strategy. We have estimated that there will be a net

increase in commuting from outside Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire of 14,900 workers, so one

in three jobs will need to be supported by long distance commuting.

2.1.8 Significant key market signals, land values and past under delivery of housing, have not been

assessed in the PBA evidence. Evidence suggests a severe shortage of residential land in and

around Cambridge but PBA have not sought to increase the rates of housing delivery to take account

of this.  As such, there has been an under-estimation of the objectively assessed housing need.

2.1.9 It is important to note that this under-estimation will result in the lowest level of housing provision in

Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire for over 10 years.  By way of comparison, the current level of

housing need in Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire is 21% lower than the level in the East of

England Plan (2008) and 12% lower than the level in the adopted Cambridgeshire and Peterborough

Structure Plan (2003) and yet housing affordability is worse now than previously.  The under-

estimation of housing need cannot be regarded as consistent with the NPPF or viewed as a positive

response which will improve affordability.

2.1.10 No adjustment has been made in the PBA evidence to take account of the level of affordable

housing need and the past under-delivery of this type of housing in Cambridge and South

Cambridgeshire. The PBA report is dismissive of the case to increase the level of housing delivery

to improve delivery of affordable housing, despite specific reference in the 20 May 2015 inspectors’

letter that an upward adjustment to housing need is warranted based upon the affordable housing

evidence.

2.1.11 In summary, we do not consider that the objectively assessed housing figures of 14,000 and 19,500

in the draft local plans, as proposed to be modified, address the comments made by the inspectors in

their 20 May 2015 letter.  The plans are not, therefore, considered to be sound because they are not

justified, they have not been positively prepared and are not compliant with planning policy.

2.1.12 GL Hearn has remodeled the objectively assessed housing need based upon the 2012 demographic

projections and in doing so has also taken into account the considerations above. Based upon GL

Hearn’s research, the full objectively assessed housing need for Cambridge is 15,200 dwellings

and for South Cambridgeshire is 27,000 dwellings for the plan period 2011 to 2031.
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2.1.13 In order to make the Local Plans sound in respect of objectively assessed housing needs, the housing

requirement should be increased to reflect the full objectively assessed housing need resulting in a

figure of 15,200 in Cambridge and 27,000 in South Cambridgeshire. It is considered that such an

increase would address the concerns raised by the inspectors in the 20 May 2015 letter.

2.2 Housing Delivery

2.2.1 We have previously objected to the unrealistic timing and housing delivery rates within the South

Cambridgeshire housing trajectory for the new settlements at Waterbeach and Northstowe and also

objected to the lack of sustainability of development at Bourn. The councils are now proposing to

bring forward the timing of Bourn and Waterbeach and lower the housing delivery rates associated

with all three new settlements.

2.2.2 We indicated in our objections to the submission Local Plans that Bourn should be deleted as an

allocation since it is not considered to be a sustainable location, and our position has not changed on

this in respect of the Proposed Modifications.  The size of the settlement at 3,500 dwellings will not be

sustainable and residents will need to travel to access employment as well as higher order services

and facilities.  Travel will be Cambridge centric and the level of commuting by car will significantly

increase, despite the proposed infrastructure improvements, resulting in more congestion and an

increase in the level of carbon emissions. It is acknowledged in the CSRM modelling report (Figure

5-13) that Bourn, and Waterbeach, will only have a public transport model share of around 6 to 7%

despite the significant investment in infrastructure.

2.2.3 We do not consider that Bourn is a sustainable location for new development.

2.2.4 We do not consider that seeking to bring forward the delivery of Waterbeach from 2026 to 2022

is realistic given the amount of required infrastructure, both public transport and highway

improvements including the A14, the processes and timescales that will be needed to acquire third

party land for the associated infrastructure work and the funding gap for this infrastructure, which was

previously discussed at the examination but still remains despite the 2015 updated background

technical reports.

2.2.5 We do not consider that the Local Plans are positively prepared, justified or effective since unrealistic

assumptions have been made about an earlier start date at Waterbeach and at Bourn. We have

previously indicated in our objections to the submission Local Plan that Bourn should be deleted as

an allocation since it is not considered to be a sustainable location and our position has not changed

on this.
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3 GREEN BELT

3.1 The key finding relating to the Inner Green Belt Boundary Study prepared by the councils in 2012 set

out in the inspectors’ letter was:

 “We have found it difficult, in some cases, to understand how the assessment of importance to

the green belt has been derived from the underlying assessments of importance to setting,

character and separation.  For example, sector 8.1 is given a score of high with regard to

importance to setting and medium with regard to importance to both character and separation,

but the importance to green belt is then scored very high.”

3.2 In response to this, the councils comissioned LDA to carry out a new assessment of the green belt and

also advised that the methodology in their own 2012 Study was being reviewed during a meeting that

we had with them to discuss employment land on 2 September 2015. While the 2015 LDA Inner Green

Belt Boundary Study now forms part of the background technical evidence base, it is unclear how work

on the 2012 Study, which forms the basis of the draft Local Plans, has progressed since we are unable

to find any further reference or update to the document.

3.3 The LDA report, while agreeing with the majority of the conclusions in the councils’ 2012 Study in respect

of the importance of land to green belt purposes, recommends that consideration be given to the release

of certain areas of land in the south and the south east of the city since it concludes that limited

development could take place without significant harm to the purposes of the green belt.  Based upon

this recommendation, South Cambridgeshire are now proposing a provisional allocation for employment

use on land to the south of CBC.

3.4 We acknowledge that the councils have commissioned a new report to assess the importance of the

green belt, but do not understand why the original 2012 Study appears to have been ‘abandoned’

and the inspectors difficulties in understanding the methodology left unanswered. The

inspectors will be aware that we have previously submitted evidence to show that when using a fine

grain approach to the assesment of the green belt using the councils’ methodology in the 2012 Study,

the Cambridge South site could be delivered to avoid areas of high and very high importance to the

green belt.

3.5 We have prepared a separate report setting out detailed concerns about the 2015 Inner Green Belt

Boundary Study and this is attached at Appendix 2. In summary, the following key comments are made.

3.6 The identification and size of parcels of land is not consistent throughout the 2015 LDA Study.

For example, land to the south of Addenbrooke’s is clearly subdivided a number of times according to

specific characteristics on site which has then allowed a small parcel of the land to come forward as a

provisional allocation to extend CBC. However, sites such as Cambridge South have not been

subdivided in the same way and indeed the LDA methodology explains that sites have not been divided
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up.  However, this does not explain why land south of Addenbrooke’s was assessed in a different way

to allow small parcels of land to be identified for allocation for development.

3.7 The 2015 LDA Study states in its methodology that it does not employ a scoring system to

assess land.  However, we would disagree with this since land is divided according to the role and

function of the green belt and is placed into categories based upon its contribution to the distinctiveness

of Cambridge and its setting.  A ranking system does, therefore, exist.  This is important because the

ranking system then feeds into the SA Addendum Report in the site proforma section for the edge of

Cambridge sites, under the landscape and townscape criteria.  This results in double counting of the

green belt criterion in the SA Addendum Report for the edge of Cambridge sites.  This double counting

only occurs in the consideration of sites located on the edge of the city.

3.8 The anomolies identified above mean that the 2015 LDA Study does not identify all land,

including Cambridge South, that could be released without undue detriment to the purpose of

the green belt.

3.9 Furthermore, some of the assessments and conclusions drawn in the LDA 2015 Study are not

consistent with those set out in the Inner Green Belt Boundary Review carried out by LDA in

2002 for South Cambridgeshire District Council.  For example, the 2002 LDA Study states that there is

potential to develop parts of the ‘areas east and south of Trumpington’ without causing significant

detriment to green belt purposes.  Cambridge South lies to the south of Trumpington but has been

dismissed in the 2015 LDA Study.  In contrast, the 2002 LDA Study did not identify opportunities for

development south of Addenbrooke’s but the 2015 LDA Study suggests that land to the south of

Addenbrooke’s could be developed without undue harm to the green belt.  While it is accepted that the

2002 and the 2015 Studies have been prepared for different local plan reviews, there is no explanation

in terms of green belt purposes as to why one area of land (east and south of Trumpington) has

increased in importance while the other (south of Addenbrooke’s) has reduced.

3.10 We, therefore, consider that the 2015 LDA Study is flawed and does not provide a sound basis for the

draft Local Plans. It has not addressed the inspectors comments in the 20 May 2015 letter which seek

to understand the methodology associated with the councils’ 2012 Green Belt Study and has simply

introduced a new green belt asssessment which has further inconsistencies and anomalies.

4 OVERALL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

4.1 The 20 May 2015 inspectors’ letter said:

 ‘The assertion that 55% of the housing requirements of both councils from 2011 to 2031 will take

place in the urban area or the edge of Cambridge can only be demonstrated by including

commitments carried forward from previous Plans’.

 ‘A situation where almost half of new allocations are at the third tier of the sequence does not

appear to support the contention that the Plans accord with the SDSR’.
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 ‘We are concerned that an apparent inconsistency between the SDSR (Sustainable Development

Strategy Review) and the Plans reliance on meeting development needs in new settlements may

lead to a finding of unsoundness’.

4.2 In seeking to address these concerns, the councils have carried out additional background technical

work and on the basis of this have prepared an updated strategy approach table and housing provison

table to 2031 as part of the Proposed Modifications to the Local Plans.

4.3 However, while slightly more land on the edge of Cambridge at Cambridge East (north of Cherry Hinton

and north of Newmarket Road) is proposed to come forward for housing, the development strategy and

the percentage of development proposed in the second tier of sites in the settlement hierarchy

(the edge of Cambridge) continues to be reliant on commitments carried forward from previous

local plans, including North West Cambridge, Glebe Farm, Clay Farm, NIAB and Trumpington

Meadows.

4.4 In addition, provision continues to be made for approximatley 50% of the housing requirement to

be met in the less sustainable third and fourth tiers of the settlement hierarchy representing new

settlements and the rural area.  It is acknowledged that the level of provision in new settlements has

reduced from 31% to 23% but there has been a corresponding near doubling of housing provision in the

rural area.

4.5 While the councils have provided more information in response to the inspectors comments, none of it

addresses the concerns raised about the reliance on the third tier of the sequence, which is less

sustainable, to accommodate a significant proportion of the housing requirement.  Now the Proposed

Modifications transfer this reliance onto the third and fouth tiers of the sequence, again both of

which are less sustainable than the edge of Cambridge.

5 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

5.1 The 20 May 2015 inspectors’ letter said:

 ‘We have found it difficult to understand how the various dimensions of sustainable development

were assessed in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 85 of the NPPF.’

 ‘It might be expected that such an exercise would be carried out through the SEA/SA process.

However, large releases of green belt land to meet development needs were rejected at an early

stage in the process of sustainability appraisal.  No further consideration was given to a number

of proposals for development on the urban edge on the grounds that these could not be

considered as reasonable alternatives.  Bearing in mind the conclusions of the SDSR

(Sustainable Development Strategy Review) and the apparent shortcomings of the Green Belt

Review we have significant concerns regarding the robustness of the SEA/SA process.’
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 ‘The SEA/SA process is not a wholly mechanistic one, as much depends on the weight to be

given to the various dimensions of sustainability.’

5.2 In response to these comments, the councils commissioned additional background technical work which

then fed into an SA Addendum Report.  The SA Addendum Report sets out in more detail the way in

which reasonable alternatives, particularly sites on the urban fringe of Cambridge, have been assessed.

5.3 More detailed comments on the SA Addendum Report are set out in Appendix 3 and Addendix 4.  The

comments are summarised below.

5.4 There are inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the assessment of reasonable alternatives when

compared to the assessment of new settlements which results in a biased advantage for the new

settlement options.  This does not comply with paragraphs 84 and 165 of the NPPF.

5.5 The SA Addendum Report does not take into account the potential impacts on the green belt of major

transport infrastructure required to support the proposed new settlements whereas the weighting of

green belt considerations attached to the impact of development on the edge of Cambridge sites has

ruled out development in these more sustainable locations. The SA Addendum Report acknowledges

that there will be significant negative landscape impacts and potential negative impacts on the green

belt arising from the new settlements, particularly at Waterbeach.  However, Bourn and Waterbeach

score a ‘green’ in the green belt category of the SA Addendum Report.

5.6 The evidence base for assessing the reasonable alternative site options on the edge of

Cambridge is based upon the councils’ 2012 Green Belt Study and the 2015 LDA Green Belt

Study.  We consider that these studies are not robust and they should not, therefore, form the basis

for the assessment of reasonable alternative site options.

5.7 The SA Addendum Report does not take account of the likely significant effect on climate change

of the increase in travel by car which will result from the dispersal development strategy to locate

housing in new settlements and the need for workers to travel from long distances, beyond South

Cambridgeshire, in order to support the level of jobs growth proposed in the Local Plans.

5.8 It is unclear how the components of sustainability have been weighted in the SA Addendum

Report when compared to green belt considerations. It is acknowledged by the councils, in the

Development Strategy Update, that edge of Cambridge sites have advantages in terms of accessibility

to jobs and services in the urban area but the process whereby the weighting attached to the green belt

overrides the weighting attached to sustainable development criteria remains unclear.

5.9 The additional transport modelling that has been carried out to assess edge of urban sites has

been based upon groups of sites with no explanation about why certain sites were included

within particular groups. For example, the Cambridge South site assessment has been based upon

cumulative transport modelling of a group of sites, one of which included land to the east of Cambridge.

It is unclear how the transport effects of the Cambridge South site can be reasonably assessed when
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other sites, one of which is not even in close proximity to Cambridge South, have been taken into

account.

5.10 More specifically, there are inconsistencies when looking at the assessment of individual urban

fringe sites such as Cambridge South.  For example, under the transport category for cycle routes the

Cambridge South site scores ‘amber’ despite the fact that the proposed development would connect to

the current cycle and walking provision along Addenbrooke’s Road and would also provide enhanced

crossing facilities on Addenbrooke’s Road ensuring strong walking and cycling connections to

Addenbrooke’s Hospital, Cambridge Biomedical Campus (CBC), Trumpington Park & Ride and

Cambridge city centre.

5.11 We have prepared an updated assessment for the Cambridge South site to rectify these inconsistencies

which forms part of Appendix 3. When compared to the assessment carried out for the provisional

extension to CBC, the Cambridge South site has less red scores (one less), less amber scores (six less)

and more light and dark green scores (seven more). In summary, Cambridge South scores better in

the following areas; human health and well being, transport and ecology.

6 PROVISIONAL ALLOCATION OF LAND FOR CBC EXTENSION

6.1 We have previously submitted evidence in response to the Submission Local Plans on the need for the

allocation of more employment land located in close proximity to Addenbrooke’s and CBC to

accommodate specific bio-medical and healthcare life sciences based R&D employment uses.  We do

not intend to repeat or add to the employment evidence in great detail at this stage because the inspector

has confirmed that a separate session on employment land delivery will be held when the examination

re-opens.

6.2 We note that as part of the Proposed Modifications, land south of CBC is provisionally allocated for

employment use and while Proposed Modification PM/SC/8/A references the fact that “the council

considers that the need for jobs can comprise exceptional circumstances justifying a review of the Green

Belt” it continues that “there is no overall shortage of employment land within South Cambridgeshire..”.

We are, therefore, unable to find any evidence to explain the exceptional circumstances justifying the

release of this land from the Green Belt.

6.3 In addition, Proposed Modification PM/SC/8/A states that local plan policy should not prevent

development of the land “if it proves to be deliverable” and that “further investigation will be required to

examine whether there is development potential on the site”.  We, therefore, look forward to reviewing

the results of the council’s further consideration of the delivery and sustainability of the provisional

modification site.

6.4 We would, however, like to reiterate that we consider the councils’ employment evidence base in

respect of medical R&D employment use, some of which was undertaken in 2010, is outdated.

We have provided a graph and a drawing in Appendix 5 to demonstrate that there is now only 3.2
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hectares of land left on CBC up to 2031 for life sciences businesses and R&D needing to locate close

to Addenbrooke’s.  When using the past take up rate, this equates to only 1.04 years of land left at

CBC for the whole plan period. We do not, therefore, consider that the provisional allocation of land

to the south of CBC under proposed policy E/1B is sufficient.

6.5 The draft Local Plans are not, therefore, sound since they are not justified and have not been positively

prepared in respect of employment land to meet the needs of the bio-medical and health care life

sciences based R&D businesses. The Local Plans could be made sound through the allocation of

additional land, such as Cambridge South, for R&D employment uses needing to locate in close

proximity to Addenbrooke’s and CBC.

7 CONCLUSIONS

7.1 The inspectors’ letter dated 20 May 2015, sets out key concerns in relation to the overall development

strategy, the Green Belt Study, the SA/SEA and the objectively assessed housing need in the

submission Local Plans. The councils commissioned additional work in response to these concerns,

although the briefs issued to consultants were restricted in scope.

7.2 We consider that the Proposed Modifications, the SA Addendum Report and the additional technical

work do not address the concerns raised by the inspectors.

7.3 At this stage it is important that the green belt methodology and the approach to the SA is robust

because the urban fringe (green belt) sites were dismissed too early when the submission Local Plans

were being prepared.  In order to be robust, we consider that there should be a comparison between

the weighting of the green belt value and the weighting of sustainability criteria for all reasonable

alternatives.  We do not consider that this is in the current evidence base, SA Addendum Report or

Proposed Modifications and on this basis there has still not been a detailed assessment of all reasonable

alternatives.  The 2015 LDA Green Belt Report is not adequately robust to measure the value of

reasonable alternatives and the SA Addendum Report is still too limited to assess the sustainability

credentials of reasonable alternatives.  We do not, therefore, consider that the situation has moved

further forward since the examination and the inspectors’ letter despite the additional work carried out

by the councils.

7.4 As such, the Local Plans are still not sound since they are not justified, have not been positively

prepared, they will not be effective and they do not comply with national policy.

7.5 The Local Plans, as proposed to be modified, are still not sound for the following reasons:

 under-estimation of the level of objectively assessed housing need in both Cambridge and South

Cambridgeshire;

 unrealistic deliverability of Waterbeach and Bourn, both in respect of the timescales, the level of

infrastructure required and the potential funding gap;



Pigeon/LIH
Cambridge South
24 January 2016

11

 2012 Green Belt Study now appears to have been ‘abandoned’;

 the new 2015 LDA Green Belt Study is not robust and has inconsistencies in terms of scoring,

subdivision of sites and double counting thus adding to the lack of clarity on the matter;

 lack of clarity on the sustainability balance that forms the basis of the Local Plans (including

weighting given to Green Belt considerations when compared to sustainability considerations);

 inconsistencies and disparities between the assessment of new settlements when compared to

the assessment of urban fringes sites;

 no consideration in the SA Addendum Report of the likely significant impact that the increase in

travel by car as a result of the dispersal development strategy and the under-estimation of housing

need which will not support the required level of jobs growth in the draft Local Plans could have

on climate change;

 insufficient employment land has been allocated to meet the specific needs of the bio-medical

and health care based R&D sector close to Addenbrooke’s Hospital.

7.6 The draft Local Plans could be made sound if the following changes were to be made:

 increase in the level of objectively assessed housing need to reflect the full need; provision of

15,200 dwellings in Cambridge and 27,000 in South Cambridgeshire;

 adjustment to housing trajectory to show realistic delivery timescales for Waterbeach;

 Green Belt Study and SA Addendum Report to be revisited to ensure that a consistent approach

is adopted for the consideration of all reasonable alternative urban edge sites;

 balance between weighting given to sustainability and weighting given to the protection of the

green belt to be reviewed in order to deliver a sustainable development strategy in accordance

with the most sustainable option set out in the council’s Housing Strategy Update;

 a proper assessment undertaken of employment land requirements, supply and delivery for the

specific employment sector of bio-medical, healthcare and life sciences requiring a location in

close proximity to CBC and Addenbrooke’s Hospital; and

 allocation of more land, such as Cambridge South, for medical based R&D employment use close

to CBC and Addenbrooke’s Hospital.
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LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATIONS 
CAMBRIDGE CITY and SOUTH CAMBRIDGESHIRE 

 
INSPECTOR:  Laura Graham BSc MA MRTPI 
PROGRAMME OFFICER:   Gloria Alexander 

Tel:  07803 202578 
email: programme.officer@cambridge.gov.uk / programme.officer@scambs.gov.uk  

 
  
      Our Ref: 5102/20801 
      Your Ref:  007-001 
 
 
1 December 2014  
 
M Carpenter 
Director 
CODE Development Planners Ltd 
Oak House 
Brinkley Road 
Carlton 
Cambridgeshire 
CB8 9JY 
 
 
Dear Mike 
 
Further Strategic Matters: Employment Land Delivery 
 
I refer to your letter of 24 November 2014. 
 
The Inspector has confirmed that a session to consider the Cambridge Northern Fringe East 
will be included in Block 3 of the Examinations.  This will be in a revised programme in the 
near future. 
 
A session to consider Employment Land Delivery will be arranged in due course, later in the 
Examination process. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if there are any further queries. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Gloria Alexander 
 
Gloria Alexander 
Programme Officer 
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Objection to proposed modifications relating to Green Belt issues 

Introduction 
1.1 The Councils have no objection in principle to the release of Green Belt.  The Councils have 
individually and jointly undertaken reviews of the inner Green Belt boundary (Reference Table 1) 
and concluded that a small number of sites could be released to meet employment and housing 
needs.  In addition, following the serious concerns raised by the Inspectors, they have also 
commissioned an independent review undertaken by LDA Design. 

1.2 These studies were undertaken to provide an evidence base to help the Councils reach a 
view on whether there are specific areas of land that could be considered for release from the 
Green Belt and allocated for development to meet identified needs, without significant harm to 
Green Belt purposes (Reference Table 1). 

1.3 The Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Sustainable Development Strategy Review (SDSR) 
(RD/Strat/040) is clear that locating development on the urban edge has significant advantages in 
sustainability terms and that key considerations in assessing the suitability of specific locations will 
be any potential conflict with Green Belt purposes and the deliverability of infrastructure 
improvements for dispersed settlements. 

1.4 Furthermore, the Councils note in the Development Strategy Update November2015 
paragraph 4.17 that “The development sequence is clear that land on the edge of Cambridge is the 
second most sustainable location for development in the Greater Cambridge area after 
development in the existing urban area, and additional development in these areas would require a 
Green Belt review”. 

1.5 It is therefore of utmost importance that any assessment of the inner Green Belt boundary 
is not only robust but comprehensive in identifying all sites which could be considered as 
reasonable alternatives so they can be properly balanced against the need to promote sustainable 
patterns of development as required by paragraph 84 and 85 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF).  

The status of the 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study December 2012 
(RD/STRAT/210) 
2.1 Pigeon and LIH in their previous representations and presentations seeking clarification 
from the Councils have described how 58% of the assessment results of the Inner Green Belt 
Boundary Review 2012 are anomalous (Appendix 1).   
 
2.2 The Inspectors have expressed difficulties in understanding how the assessment of 
‘Importance to Green Belt’ has been derived from the underlying assessments (letter of 20th May, 
2015 RD/GEN/170).   
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2.3 The 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study continues to be offered as part of the evidence 
base even though the anomalies identified remain uncorrected.  This is concerning as the 
correction of this document would result in the identification of sites which have lower ‘Importance 
to Green Belt’ than is currently documented and an increase in the sites which satisfy the Councils’ 
criteria that a score of “medium/low/negligible indicated that any change to the Green Belt 
boundary would have limited an(sic) effect on Green Belt purposes” and therefore, clearly, should 
be considered as reasonable site options. 
 
2.4 In response to the Inspectors’ serious concerns the Councils have instructed an independent 
consultancy to undertake a review the Green Belt.  This has led to a completely new Green Belt 
review being undertaken by LDA Design using different methodology than the Councils’ Inner Green 
Belt Boundary Review 2012.   

2.5 The Councils’ 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study is referred to as comparable with the 
LDA Design study (Reference Table 2).  If the studies are comparable, the LDA Cambridge Inner 
Green Belt Boundary Study November 2015 is similar to a document which contains 58% 
anomalies.  Neither the Councils, nor LDA Design, have referred to the comparison being made with 
a document which is based on inconsistent and anomalous information.   

2.6 However, these assessments are contradictory.  The six Site Options proposed in Issues and 
Options 2 are based on the Councils’ 2012 study of the Inner Green Belt.  The LDA Design document 
however does not recognise any of these sites as having a lesser importance (Reference paragraph 
6.3.2).   

2.7 The LDA Design study considers that “notwithstanding their importance to Green Belt 
purposes, certain areas of land ….could be developed without significant harm to Green Belt 
purposes, provided any development meets specified parameters” (Paragraph 6.3.4).  The Councils 
have based their proposal of an additional Site Option (provisional main modification PM/SC/8/A) 
to the south the Addenbrooke’s Biomedical Campus on this, even though their own assessment of 
the site shows it to have a High importance and Very High significance. 
 
2.8 The basis on which site options are selected is not clear and is contradictory.  The weight 
attributed to the Green Belt purpose for sites which are discounted as reasonable alternatives is 
not clear.  This is not a good evidence base to support Plans which should be genuinely sustainable 
and in which economic, social and environmental needs are clearly set out and balanced against 
clear, robust and consistent Green Belt considerations.  This evidence base should be given little 
weight and does not comply with the requirements of Paragraphs 84 and 85 of the NPPF.   
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The LDA Design Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study November 
2015  
METHODOLOGY 
3.1 There is no recognised methodology for Green Belt review.  The LDA Design study is based 
on landscape assessment methodology to inform the first part of their study in the identification of 
Defining/Supporting Townscape/Landscape etc.  These definitions are based on 
townscape/landscape role and function which do not relate directly to Green Belt purpose.   

3.2 The second part identifies 16 qualities which are stated to be relevant to Green Belt purpose 
as set out in the table on pages 65 and 66 of the report.  These qualities are applied to the Sectors 
and sub-areas identified.  However, the size of the sectors and sub-areas are so large and broad 
brush, pockets of land which could be considered to be released according to the requirements of 
the NPPF paragraph 84 and 85 are missed. 

Scoring   
3.3 LDA Design claim (Paragraph 0.1.2) that their methodology does not employ a scoring 
system.  However, the study does employ a system which describes the role and function of the 
Green Belt and places land into categories that describe, for example “Distinctive” and “Supportive” 
Townscape/Landscape (Reference 1), as contributing more or less strongly to the distinctiveness of 
Cambridge and its setting.  This is a ranking system and therefore a quasi-scoring system.  This 
matters because these designations are then utilised within the SA Addendum Proformas for the 
Edge of Cambridge sites in both the Landscape and Townscape criteria.  As the designations are 
‘ranked’ they denote the SA Proforma score and result in the ‘double counting’ of results for the 
Edge of Cambridge SA Proformas.  It is also used for the SA Proforma Green Belt criterion.   There is 
no equivalent detailed evidence base for the SA Addendum Proforma for the other reasonable site 
options and so at least three of the SA criteria for the Edge of Cambridge sites are not undertaken 
on a like for like basis with New Settlements SA Proforma criteria.  This does not allow a consistent 
and equitable application of the relative weighting of the various dimensions of sustainability.  

Size of land parcels 
3.4 LIH and Pigeon have previously submitted a study using the Councils’ 2012 methodology but 
using a finer grain assessment which shows that there are considerable areas which the Councils 
have missed identifying as having lower value importance to Green Belt and which are suitable for 
consideration as reasonable alternative sites.  This is because their original study assessed large 
tracts of land where the highest value in any part of the area sweeps over the whole area.  The 
Importance to Green Belt is therefore inflated when, in reality, areas which have lesser importance 
have been missed. 

3.5 The LDA Design report identifies 19 sectors with most sectors divided into sub-areas where 
the assessment of one or more of the 16 qualities identified as contributing to the importance of 
the Green Belt differs between one part of the sector and another (paragraph 3.2.5).  
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3.6 Figure 2: ‘Assessment Sectors and Sub-Areas’ of the LDA Design study shows the area 
known as Cambridge South as one area, sub area 8.1.  Area 8.1 is a large area of land and equates 
to Areas 8.1, 8.2 and 8.4 in the Councils’ 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study.  The latter 
document describes a difference in the Importance to Green Belt across 8.1, 8.2 and 8.4 as High, 
Low and Low respectively (corrected values derived directly from Councils’ assessment of 
importance to setting, character and separation please see Appendix 1) so a difference of 
Importance to Green Belt across this area has already been identified by the Councils.     
 
3.7 As LDA Design uses even larger areas than the Councils’ assessment this means that not only 
is the land which the Councils show as less important to the Green Belt purpose in their 2012 study 
not identified, but also the smaller parcels of land which could be identified using a finer grained 
approach.  It is predictable that a broad brush approach will identify less land of lower importance 
to the Green Belt and this flies in the face of undertaking a comprehensive review.   
 
3.8 The LDA Design report says it does not sub divide the sub areas.  However, sub-area 10.2 to 
the south of Addenbrooke’s Hospital (a smaller parcel of land than 8.1) is further sub-divided, 
allowing the identification of a sub-parcel of land (identified as site E/1B in the Proformas) which 
LDA Design say could be released from Green Belt.  The starting point of any release of the Green 
Belt should be its importance to the purpose of the Green Belt.  LDA Design describe area 10.2 as a 
single entity within a sector which plays “a key role in the setting of the south of Cambridge, 
forming the most westerly extent of the foothills of the Gog Magog Hills, which form the backdrop 
to all views out from and across Cambridge in this direction” and yet reach a conclusion that with 
green buffers and restriction of development to relatively flat ground the sub-parcel to the north of 
sub-area 10.2 could be released from the Green Belt.  This proposition equally applies to area 8.1 
(Cambridge South).   With certain parameters for Green Belt release in place, development could be 
undertaken in Sector 8.1 without significant harm to Green Belt purpose. 

3.9 The methodology employed by LDA Design is not consistent.  It does not identify all land 
which could be released without undue detriment to the purpose of the Green Belt.  The 
methodology must be robust and in enough detail to identify all areas of land which have lesser 
importance to the Green Belt to satisfy the requirements of paragraph 84 and 85 of the NPPF.  The 
LDA Design Study clearly does not do this. 
 
ASSESSMENT 
Gateways 
3.10 LDA Design describe the urban gateway of the ongoing development at Trumpington 
Meadows and Glebe Farm being the urban gateway to Trumpington rather than Cambridge itself.  
(Reference 2). 
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Inconsistencies in the LDA Design 2015 study 
3.11 The LDA Design Study describes how they arrive at choosing Sectors and sub-areas 
indicating that where there were clear changes in the characteristics these would be sub-divided 
(Reference 3).   

3.12 Sector 8 Area 1 is a large land parcel of 190 ha which, in terms of its importance to the 
Green Belt, is varied across its area.   

3.13 LDA Design finds Area 8.1 is sub-divided in the Townscape and Landscape Role and Function 
(Figure 11).  Area 8.1 is divided into an area of ‘Supportive townscape/landscape’ and an area of 
‘Connective townscape/landscape’.  These categories are based on the analysis of townscape and 
landscape role and function, which feeds into the 16 qualities with LDA Design identify as 
contributing to the performance of the Green Belt purposes.  

3.14 LDA Design state that “most sectors are divided into sub areas, where the assessment of one 
or more criteria differs between one part of the sector and another.” (Paragraph 0.6.1).  The 
question arises as to why the LDA Design study does not further sub-divide area 8.1 into the areas 
they themselves recognise as different, and why the methodology employed is even coarser 
grained than the Councils’ 2012 Study. 
 
3.15 The approach is not consistently applied and does not allow proper consideration of all 
areas of land which may be suitable for Green Belt release in the light of the requirements of 
paragraph 84 and 85 of the NPPF.  
 
LDA Design assessment of Sector 8, Cambridge South (Page 121 et seq) 
3.16  

Criterion 1: ‘A large historic core relative to the size of the city as a whole’. 

This states that “significant expansion of development into this sector would increase the impression 
of the city sprawling outwards from its historic centre”.  Further growth in this area would appear as 
part of Trumpington, as there is a significant green and tree’d route between Trumpinton and the 
junction of Fen Causeway and Lensfield Road which is the urban gateway of Cambridge (Reference 
2).  The expansion of Trumpington is not a Green Belt issue. 

Criterion 2: ‘A City focused on the historic core’. 

This states that “retention of this sector helps to prevent the requirement for community scale 
centres to expand to a size that would complete with the historic core”.  Cambridge South is a 
proposal for high tech employment.  There is no plan to create any community centre which would 
compete with the historic core.  The LDA Design conclusion contradicts the SA Addendum Proforma 
criterion ‘Shopping’ which states that the site “would have no effect or would support the vitality 
and viability of existing centres”. 

Criterion 3: ‘Short and/or characteristic approaches to the historic core from the edge of the city’.   
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The assessment states that Sector 8 “contributes little to the approach to the historic core”.  The 
urban gateway to Cambridge begins at the double roundabout of Fen Causeway with Lensfield 
Road.  The approach would remain largely unchanged by the development of Cambridge South. 

Criterion 4: ‘A city of human scale easily crossed by foot and by bicycle’.   

The Inner Green Belt Boundary Study November 2015 states that “the busy cycling and walking 
routes (to the centre of Cambridge) are both readily apparent and well used along Trumpington 
Road”.  It should also be noted that Addenbrooke’s Hospital, a major employer, is also accessible 
along readily accessible, apparent and well used cycle routes.  The site retains the human scale and 
is readily accessed from the centre of Cambridge and to the major employment hub of 
Addenbrooke’s. 

Criterion 5: ’Topography providing a framework to Cambridge’.   

The assessment states that Sector 8 has “some undulation with Stone Hill forming a localised high 
point between the valleys of the River Cam and Hobson’s Brook.  This sector also contains a minor 
valley feature to the south, with the River Cam or Granta feeding into the River Cam to the north 
west of the sector”.  LDA Design also refer to this whole area as ‘Level views, countryside 
foreground, mixed urban edge’ in Figure 9: Visual Assessment.  The emerging masterplan 
recognises the minor undulation and rise of Stone Hill and takes this into account, proposing to 
retain the higher land as undeveloped land. 

Criterion 6: ‘Long distance footpaths and bridleways providing access to the countryside’.   

The assessment notes “there is no formal public access into or through this sector”. 

Criterion 7: ‘Key views of Cambridge from the surrounding landscape’.   

The assessment states “there are no defined key views in the vicinity of this sector”. 

Criterion 8: ‘Significant areas of distinctive and supportive townscape and landscape’.   

The assessment states that “The majority of the sector was identified as Connective landscape in the 
2002 Green Belt Study by LDA Design.  However, the new development occurring at Glebe Farm is 
creating a strong and recognisable new area of Cambridge, supporting the distinctive character of 
the city.  The northern part of the sector forms the setting for this new urban edge and is therefore 
now categorised as Supportive.  The southern part of the sector is, as previously, Connective.  The 
M11 corridor is identified as a visually detracting feature that influences the western edge of this 
sector” 

The definition of ‘Supportive’ and ‘Connective’ (Reference 1) is based on landscape considerations 
and the distinction that Glebe Farm is ‘Supportive’ as it creates a strong, recognisable new area of 
Cambridge is not related to the purposes of the Green Belt. 

It could be strongly argued that any new, well designed development on the edge of Cambridge 
would attract a designation of ‘Supportive’ which apparently, according to LDA Design, precludes 
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development.  It begs the question as to why the Addenbrooke’s Biomedical Campus currently 
being built out has not the same ‘Supportive’ designation applied immediately south of the 
allocation. 

Criterion 9: ‘A soft green edge to the city’.   

The assessment notes that “the ribbon development along Cambridge/Shelford Road has a soft 
green edge.  However the new development at Glebe Farm, on the northern edge of the sector, does 
not currently have a green edge and has an urbanising influence on part of this sector.  However, as 
it matures, the significant planting that has taken place is expected to provide a soft green edge to 
the new development”. 

A soft green edge can be designed and mature with any development.  It is a landscape 
consideration and does not relate to the purpose of the Green Belt. 

Criterion 10: ‘Good urban structure with well-designed edges to the city’.   

The assessment states “The constructed development to date at Glebe Farm has been designed to 
create a strong, long-term edge to Cambridge, with a distinctive gateway on Hauxton Road and a 
well vegetated road corridor with housing fronting on to it along Addenbrooke’s Road.  Housing 
along Cambridge/Shelford Road generally backs on to the countryside, creating a poorly finished 
edge of varied rear garden boundary properties”. 

The Glebe Farm development creates a strong edge with the new Addenbrookes Access Road.  LDA 
Design states that the distinctive gateway created by the development is as a gateway to 
Trumpington, not to Cambridge (Reference 2).  Any new development can be designed to create a 
strong edge.  This is a landscape/townscape consideration and does not relate to the purpose of 
the Green Belt. 

Criterion 11: ‘Green corridors into the city’.   

The assessment states that there are no green corridors into the city in the immediate vicinity of 
this sector. 

Criterion 12: ‘The distribution, physical and visual separation of the necklace villages’.   

The assessment states that “it provides separation between the new edge of Cambridge and both 
Hauxton and Little Shelford….The sub area (8.1) plays a key role in the separation between 
Cambridge and Great Shelford”. 

The emerging masterplan for Cambridge South takes account of the separation between Cambridge 
and Great Shelford, and separation is retained with an open, undeveloped landscape. 

Criterion 13: ‘Scale, character, identity and rural setting of the necklace villages’.   

The assessment notes that “this sector plays a limited role in the setting of Great Shelford, given the 
separation from the village by the railway line”.  This contradicts the assertion at Criterion 12. 
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Criterion 14: ‘Designated sites and areas enriching the setting of Cambridge’.   

The assessment states that “the sector includes a settlement complex north of Hauxton village, 
which is designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument”.  

The emerging masterplan for Cambridge South takes account of the Scheduled Ancient Monument 
and no development is proposed in its environs. 

Criterion 15: ’Elements and features contributing to the character and structure of the landscape’.   

The assessment states that the “Boundary hedgerows and drainage ditches contribute in a small 
way to the character of this sub area, although it is its openness that is more distinctive” and 
continues “the lack of a strong landscape structure increases the risk of urban sprawl if 
development is extended into this sub area in the future”. 

The increased risk of urban sprawl because of the lack of a strong landscape structure is a design 
issue, not a Green Belt issue.  The emerging masterplan for Cambridge South will create a strong 
landscape structure with a strong, green edge so that there will be little risk of a perception of 
urban sprawl. 

Criterion 16: ‘A city set within a landscape which retains a strong rural character’.   

The assessment states that “this sub area retains much of the rural character, but there are a 
number of urbanising influences on it.  These include the visual intrusion of the continuing 
development at Glebe Farm, which encroaches on the rural character, as well as the presence of 
traffic along the M11, both visually and audibly.  Existing development along the A1307 is also 
visible.  The effect of the ongoing Glebe Farm development should reduce one development is 
completed and the surrounding planting begins to mature”. 

The assessment continues that as far as the Importance of the Sector to Green Belt Purposes is that 
8.1 “ensures the expansion of the city does not continue unchecked… retains open countryside close 
to the expanding edge of the city and prevents the sprawl of built development as far as the M11”.   
It is not clear why LDA Design consider that well designed development as far as the M11 would be 
detrimental to the Green Belt purpose.  LDA Design continue that a “distinctive gateway to the city 
is being created at Trumpington Meadows and Glebe Farm” but they are clear that this is the 
gateway to Trumpington and the gateway to Cambridge does not start until the double roundabout 
with the junction of Fen Causeway with Lensfield Road (Rererence 2). 

3.17 The assessment also notes at paragraph 6.11.3 ‘Importance to Green Belt Purpose’ that 8.1 
is “key in the separation between the edge of Cambridge and the necklace villages of Great 
Shelford, Hauxton and Little Shelford”.  However, the emerging masterplan of Cambridge South 
accounts for the retention of separation between an extended edge of Cambridge and the villages 
of Great Shelford, Hauxton and Little Shelford. 

3.18 The assessment further looks at the ‘Implications of Green Belt Release for Development’ 
citing that substantial harm would occur to Green Belt purpose of separation between the edge of 
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the city and the M11.  Separation between the edge of Cambridge and the M11 is not a Green Belt 
purpose, and nowhere in the historic literature is there any reference that the separation between 
the edge of the city and the M11 is important to the Green Belt purpose. 

3.19 It continues that the distinctive gateway to the city that is being created at Glebe 
Farm/Trumpington Meadows would be affected.  This gateway is to Trumpington (Reference 2), not 
Cambridge.  The gateway to Trumpington is not a Green Belt matter.   

3.20   The assessment alludes to development of area 8.1 as significantly encroaching on the 
separation between Cambridge and the necklace villages.  As already stated, the emerging 
masterplan for Cambridge South takes account of and retains the separation between Cambridge 
and the necklace villages. 

3.21 With regards the parameters for Green Belt release of Sector 8.1, LDA Design set out a 
number of points which can be mitigated through good design.  LIH and Pigeon conclude that any 
mitigation required to address the points LDA Design raise can be achieved within the emerging 
masterplan. 

3.22  It should be noted that a considerable number of the qualities described as relevant to 
Green Belt purpose are, in fact, landscape issues and can be addressed through the masterplanning 
process.   

Compactness 
3.23 The idea of a ‘compact city’ is referred to in a number of documents including the LDA 
Design study, although there does not appear to be a fixed definition of what is meant by 
‘compact’.  Compactness could be a combination of the idea of a large historic core; the short 
distance between the edge of Cambridge and the City Centre especially on the west side of 
Cambridge; a City easily crossed by foot and by bicycle; or a compact (dense) city rather than a 
sprawling city.  LIH and Pigeon have previously outlined and submitted the values historically 
attributed to the Green Belt.  It is set out here as Appendix 2 for convenience.  The purpose which is 
consistently mentioned in all the historic literature is its role in preserving the setting and special 
character of the historic town.  Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment is emphasized 
less. 

3.24 The concept of ‘compactness’ is encompassed in the first four qualities identified by LDA 
Design in their study.  However, it should be clear that the characteristic of compactness does not 
preclude expansion of the city. 

3.25 Holford (1950) illustrates his idea of how the city could be developed whilst still retaining its 
compactness.  The plan is reproduced here at Reference Map 1.  Later, Logie 1966 (Reference Map 
2) and Parry Lewis 1974 (Reference Map 3) describe how Cambridge could be developed whilst still 
retaining a compact city with the countryside being easily and quickly accessible.  It is interesting to 
note that Cambridge South is omitted from the main preservation areas in the Holford report, and 
both Logie and Parry Lewis show development proposed in the area of Cambridge South.  The idea 
that little development should occur in Cambridge otherwise its compact nature would be 
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destroyed is erroneous.  With proper planning, as illustrated by these authors and the new 
developments resulting from the Green Belt released in 2006, further development can enhance 
access opportunities between homes and places of employment.  Opportunities for access between 
residential areas and open countryside can be achieved and the walkability of the City and the short 
distance between the open countryside, especially on the west side, retained.  With appropriate 
planning and development on the edge of Cambridge, the historic core would remain ‘large’ and all 
the attributes of ‘compactness’ retained.  

Inconsistencies between the LDA 2002 and LDA DESIGN 2015 reviews. 
4.1 It is recognised that these documents were prepared under a different policy context, 
however, the methodology for Green Belt review has not been affected by policy considerations, 
and the basis of Green Belt review remains unchanged.  The inconsistencies between these two 
reports are not attributable to policy change. 

4.2 The earlier review in 2002 by LDA (RD/STRAT/200) was commissioned by South 
Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) following the requirement by RPG6 that “A review of the 
Green Belt should be carried out and any proposals for changes to its boundaries included in 
development plans.  The review should start from a vision of the city and of the qualities to be 
safeguarded” (DETR and Government Office for the East of England 2000, Policy 24).  The 2002 LDA 
study was broad brush and not intended to identify potential development sites (Reference 4).  

4.3 Whereas the LDA Design 2015 study, like the 2002 study, assesses virtually all areas of land 
within the study area as being of importance to Green Belt purposes, the later report went on to 
consider whether it may be possible that certain areas of land could be released for development 
without significant harm to Green Belt purposes.  This was assessed on a sector/sub-area basis and 
presented in section 6 of the report.  This latter stage was not undertaken in the 2002 study. 

4.4 LDA 2002 page 3 para 4 suggests that there is potential to develop parts of ‘the areas east 
and south of Trumpington’ without causing significant detriment to Green Belt purposes.  
Cambridge South lies to the south of Trumpington and yet in the LDA Design 2015 study, this area 
has been dismissed.  In contrast, the 2002 study did not identify opportunities for large scale 
development south of Addenbrooke’s and yet the 2015 study identifies land to the south of 
Addenbrooke’s Biomedical Campus as capable of accepting development without undue harm to 
Green Belt purposes.  The findings of the 2015 study contradict the 2002 study without explanation 
of what differences have occurred in the intervening period which affect Green Belt purpose.   

4.5 The two most notable differences in the LDA 2002 Study and the 2015 LDA Design Study 
specifically relating to Sector 8 are set out in Reference Table 3. 

4.6 Cambridge South is described as Connective Townscape/landscape in 2002, however, in 
2015 the area to the north of the sector is described as Supportive Townscape/Landscape.  As we 
have shown, there is a ranking element to this scoring, with Supportive Townscape/Landscape of 
higher value to the townscape and landscape role and function than Connective 
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Townscape/Landscape (and with the methodology used, the perceived value to Green Belt even 
though it is a landscape attribute).  In the thirteen years between the two studies, the north part of 
the Cambridge South site has somehow increased in value.  LDA Design in their 2015 study describe 
the new development of Glebe Farm as creating a strong and recognisable new area of Cambridge, 
supporting the distinctive character of the city as an explanation as to why the landscape role and 
function has increased in the northern part.  This is not relevant to Green Belt purpose, and not a 
reason to prevent development due south of Glebe Farm.  Any new, well designed, development 
should result in a strong and recognisable new area of Cambridge, just as Glebe Farm has done.  
When compared to the other examples given for Supportive Townscape/Landscape it is 
questionable whether the urban edge of Trumpington Meadows and Glebe Farm merits this 
category. 

4.7 If this thesis is to hold any water, the flats which formed the edge of Cambridge on Hauxton 
Road in 2002 were also a strong and recognisable area of Cambridge and therefore should not the 
land due south of the flats have been described as “Supportive Townscape/Landscape” in the 2002 
report?  Whether one found them attractive or not is a moot point, but the flats on the southern 
edge of Cambridge in 2002 certainly met the definition of Supportive Townscape/Landscape as LDA 
Design have set out and applied.  Such a designation in 2002 should not and did not preclude the 
development of Glebe Farm and nor should the designation preclude any development to the south 
of Glebe Farm now.   

4.8 The sectors and sub-areas should be assessed consistently for the study to be robust.  The 
assessment is not consistent. 

Inconsistencies between the LDA Design 2015 Inner Green Belt Boundary 
study and the Councils’ 2012 study 
5.1 The Councils recognise that two areas of land within Sector 8, Area 2 and Area 4, have a Low 
value for Importance to Green Belt (corrected value of Importance based on derivation of 
importance to setting, character and setting, please see Appendix 1).  These areas, according to the 
Councils’ assessment, are eminently suitable for consideration as reasonable alternatives 
(Reference 5). 

5.2 The LDA Design 2015 study states that the majority of sub area 8.1 plays a key role in the 
setting of Cambridge with no acknowledgement that there are areas within 8.1 which have a lesser 
value of importance to Green Belt purposes.  The LDA study of 2002 indicates that a broad brush 
approach has a strategic relevance and, as it is not concerned with a field-by-field assessment, 
cannot precisely identify changes to the Cambridge Green Belt boundary (Cambridge Green Belt 
Study Page 1 paragraph 7).  The LDA 2015 Design study takes such a broad brush approach.  It does 
not identify all land of relatively lower value to the Green Belt purpose and is not conducive to 
considering the requirements of NPPF paragraph 84 and 85. 

5.3 The Councils’ 2012 assessment describes the area to the south of Addenbrookes, 10.2, as 
having a High importance to the Green Belt, with a significance of development as Very High.  It is 
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on rising land on the foothills of the Gog Magog Hills (identified as “Defining Character” in the 
Cambridge Landscape Character Assessment RD/STRAT/170).  The LDA Design 2015 study states 
that 10.2 “plays a key role in the setting of the south of Cambridge, forming the most westerly 
extent of the foothills of the Gog Magog Hills, which form the backdrop to all views out from and 
across Cambridge in this direction.  The sector also prevents the continued sprawl of Cambridge to 
the south…” and yet the report continues that “land released along the northern edge of sub area 
10.2 should extend no further from the existing Green Belt boundary than the northern corner of 
sub-area 10.3…..”.  The Councils now propose to allocate this area on the northern edge of sub-area 
10.2 as provisional main modification PM/SC/8/A for an employment allocation E/1b even though 
this land is perceived to be of High importance to the Green Belt by the Councils with a Very High 
significance of development.   

5.4 It is not at all clear what the threshold value of importance to the Green Belt is applied in 
the allocation proposals for the edge of Cambridge, or indeed their selection of reasonable 
alternatives.   

5.5 The Site Options, GB1 – GB6, have a value of Medium/High and Medium importance to 
Green Belt (Reference Table 4).  The 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study is clear that a 
“sensitivity score of medium/low/negligible indicated that any change to the Green Belt boundary 
would have limited an (sic) effect on Green Belt purposes”.  This ‘Medium’ threshold below which a 
site could be considered as a reasonable alternative site is no longer valid as areas of High 
importance and Very High significance of development are now proposed allocations (Reference 
Table 4).   

5.6 It is important that the criteria by which a site is considered as a reasonable alternative is 
absolutely clear so that it can be understood how the various dimensions of sustainable 
development were assessed and weighted in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 85 of 
the NPPF.   

5.7 The Councils are relying on both these studies to inform their evidence base.  However, they 
are not consistent and it is presently not clear what the status of these two documents are in 
relation to one another, nor the threshold for the consideration of a site as a reasonable 
alternative.  

Conclusion 
6.1 It is clear that in considering the three planks of sustainability: economy, society and 
environment; development on the edge of Cambridge is the most sustainable option.  Many 
sustainability issues such as likely out-commuting to places of work from new settlements, the use 
of fossil fuels, levels of pollution and the cost and delivery of infrastructure and services are based 
on concrete evidence.  The effect on climate change must also be considered.   

6.2 The Councils agree that edge of Cambridge development is second in the hierarchy of 
sustainable development locations but the majority of sites have been rejected in preference to a 
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dispersed pattern (Reference 6).  It is not clear that the challenges of making dispersed 
development sustainable are fully addressed, nor is it clear whether the infrastructure and services 
required by dispersed settlements can be delivered.   

6.3 If the protection of the Green Belt is determined to outweigh all other considerations, it 
must be very clear that the Green Belt review is robust and consistent in identifying all reasonable 
alternative site options so that these can be properly judged and balanced with the other 
dimensions of sustainability in order to comply with paragraphs 84 and 85 of the NPPF 

6.4 Paragraph 84 of the NPPF requires that account should be taken of the need to promote 
sustainable patterns of development.  The consequences for sustainable development of 
channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and 
villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary 
should be fully considered.   

6.5 Paragraph 85 of the NPPF requires that local planning authorities should ensure consistency 
with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development.  The 
planning authorities are clear that development on the edge of Cambridge is the second most 
sustainable location for development.  It is therefore incumbent that the Green Belt review is 
robust, transparent and rigorous in identifying all sites which could be considered as reasonable 
alternatives.  This has not been achieved. 

6.6 LIH and Pigeon have shown there are discrepancies in the LDA Design 2015 study and 
between that study and the Councils’ earlier studies.  We have shown that using the Councils’ own 
methodology employed in their Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2012 but applying a finer sieve 
approach using smaller land parcels, more land which could be released without undue detriment 
to Green Belt purpose is identified.  The Councils’ evidence base does not identify all land which 
could be considered as reasonable alternative sites.  

6.7  Whilst Green Belt review has been undertaken on the Edge of Cambridge locations, none 
has been undertaken on the likely effects of the major infrastructure required by the dispersed 
model where it passes through areas of high importance to the Green Belt.  It is very likely that if a 
dispersed pattern of development is pursued it will be detrimental to the economy, community and 
the environment.  This should be judged and balanced against the retention of Green Belt on the 
Edge of Cambridge locations.    

6.8 The weight given to the protection of Green Belt and the threshold at which the importance 
to the purpose of Green Belt is considered as so important to outweigh all other objectives of 
sustainable development should be clearly set out by the Councils.  The Councils have not set a 
consistent threshold of perceived importance to the Green Belt below which they would consider 
land to be a reasonable alternative site.  Currently, the highest value of a proposed allocation is 
Very High according to the Councils’ 2012 Inner Green Belt study.  If Very High is the new threshold, 
other locations must also be considered as reasonable alternatives. 
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6.9 It is not understood how the various dimensions of sustainability are weighted to allow the 
Council to find that Edge of Cambridge sites must be rejected even though they are in more 
sustainable locations due to undefined Green Belt purpose.   

6.8 The Councils concede that the 2012 Inner Green Belt Study does not take account of the 
need to promote sustainable patterns of development as required by paragraph 84 of the NPPF.  
The LDA Design 2015 study states that their Study does not take account of NPPF paragraph 85 
(paragraph 1.1.5).  Neither does the latter study take account of paragraph 84 of the NPPF.  The 
Councils state they have prepared new evidence to demonstrate compliance with paragraphs 84 
and 85 of the NPPF (Reference 7), but to satisfy the requirements of paragraphs 84 and 85 the 
Councils must have a robust and in-depth evidence base so that all reasonable alternatives are 
identified, assessed and weighed against the other dimensions of sustainability with the weight 
attributed in coming to decisions clearly set out.  This has not happened.  

6.11 LIH and Pigeon consider that in order to comply with the requirements of paragraph 84 and 
85 of the NPPF; 

• the Councils should be resolute in their aim to identify all land on the edge of Cambridge 
which is of lesser importance to the Green Belt and which should be identified as a 
reasonable alternative to dispersed development; 

• Green Belt assessment should be clear, robust and consistent; 
• the value of importance to Green Belt at which the Councils cannot accept Green Belt 

release for development due to harm to the Green Belt purpose should be clearly set out; 
and 

• the balance of weight given to the various dimensions of sustainability against the 
consideration of importance to the Green Belt should be clearly set out. 

These points are not achieved.  The proposed modifications do not comply with paragraph 84 and 
85 of the NPPF and the Local Plans’ strategy remains unsound. 
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REFERENCE TABLE 1 
Table 1:  Purpose of Green Belt review undertaken by Councils 

Recent Green Belt studies 
undertaken by, or on behalf of 
the Councils 

Purpose of study 

The May 2012 study undertaken 
by CCC 

 

“The appraisal specifically considered zones of land 
immediately adjacent to the City in terms of the 
principles and function of the Green Belt.  It does not 
identify specific areas with potential for further 
release”. 

2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary 
Study December 2012 
undertaken by CCC and SCDC 

“The purpose of the study is to provide an up to date 
evidence base for both Councils’ new Local Plans.  In 
particular it will help the Councils reach a view on 
whether there are specific areas of land which could be 
considered for release from the Green Belt and 
allocated for development to meet identified needs, 
without significant harm to Green Belt purposes.” 

Cambridge Inner Green Belt 
Boundary Study November 2015 
undertaken by LDA Design. 

LDA were commissioned to undertake the following 
two pieces of work: 
1. “To undertake assessment of the Inner Green Belt 

Boundary and set out the methodology used.  The 
assessment should provide a robust, transparent 
and clear understanding of how the land in the 
Cambridge Green Belt performs against the 
purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt. 

2. To review the methodologies put forward by 
objectors in relation to the Inner Green Belt 
Boundary.” 

 

REFERENCE TABLE 2 
Table 2: Claims made of the similarity of Green Belt Assessments 

Source Quotation 
Development Strategy Update 
November 2015 
 

Paragraph 4.62:  “In the context of all evidence now 
available, the Councils have considered the merits of edge of 
Cambridge sites and the locational advantages they offer, 
against the significant harm that would be caused by 
substantial development on the edge of Cambridge to the 
purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt.  The Councils’ 
assessment in 2012 of the importance of land on the edge of 
Cambridge to the purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt has 
been endorsed by the new independent assessment (with 
two main differences at land South of Cambridge Biomedical 
Campus and land South of Fulbourn Road)”. 
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LDA Deign Cambridge Inner 
Green Belt Boundary Study 
November 2015 

Page 78. 
“The methodology employed in this study….is 
significantly different from the methodology used by 
the Councils in their study.  Nevertheless the 
conclusions are broadly similar, in that this study assess 
the great majority of land within the study area a being 
important to Green Belt purposes, with the Councils’ 
study identifying a broadly equivalent significance of 
development on the Green Belt”. 
This study does not identify land which the Councils 
have identified as having Low, Medium or High 
significance.   
The study goes on that “certain areas of land around 
the south and south-eastern edges of the city could be 
developed without significant harm to Green Belt 
purposes, provided any development meets specified 
parameters.  Some of these areas correspond with 
areas given a lower score in the Councils’ study but 
those in sector 10 are scored as Very High significance 
in the Councils’ study”. 
 

 

RERERENCE TABLE 3 
Table 3: Main differences between the LDA 2002 study and the LDA Design 2015 study concerning 
Cambridge South 

ASPECT OF 
ASSESSMENT 

STUDY REFERENCE NOTES 

VISUAL ASSESSMENT LDA 2002 Study Drawing Number 
1641/LP/06 

Cambridge South 
described as “rural 
setting with scattered 
villages” and the 
northern part as “level 
views, countryside 
foreground, generally 
soft urban edge” 

 LDA Design 2015 Figure 9 Cambridge South 
Described as “Level 
views, countryside 
foreground, mixed 
urban edge” 

TOWNSCAPE AND 
LANDSCAPE ROLE AND 
FUNCTION 

LDA 2002 Study Drawing Number 
1641/LP/08 

All Cambridge South 
described as 
Connective 
townscape/landscape 
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 LDA Design 2015 Figure 11 Northern part of 
Cambridge South 
described as 
“Supportive 
townscape/landscape” 
and southern part 
described as 
“Connective 
townscape/landscape” 

 

REFERENCE TABLE 4 
Proposed allocations: Differences between Councils’ 2012 study and LDA 2015 study. 

Proposed allocation Councils’ 2012 
Importance to 
Green Belt 

Council’s 2012 
Significance of 
Development 

LDA Design 2015 report 

GB1 Medium Medium Area 11.1 – described as 
‘Supportive landscape’ and 
“prominent in the key 
elevated panoramic view of 
Cambridge from Wort’s 
Causeway (east) and from 
Magog Down”. 

GB2 Medium Medium Area 11.2 – described as 
‘Supportive’ and  
“prominent in the key 
elevated panoramic view of 
Cambridge from Wort’s 
Causeway (east) and from 
Magog Down”. 

GB3 Medium Medium Area 12.1 – described as 
‘Supportive’ and “this 
sector plays an important 
role in restricting further 
growth”. 

GB4 Medium Medium Area 12.1 – described as 
‘Supportive’ and “this 
sector plays an important 
role in restricting further 
growth”. 

GB5 (now retracted) Medium Medium Area 13.1 described as 
‘Supportive’ and  

GB6 Medium/High Medium/High  
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Provisional main 
modification 
PM/SC/8/A 
employment allocation 
E/1b 

High Very High “plays a key role in the 
setting of the south of 
Cambridge, forming the 
most westerly extent of the 
foothills of the Gog Magog 
Hills, which form the 
backdrop to all views out 
from and across Cambridge 
in this direction”.   

 

Reference 1: Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study November 2015 
Paragraph 4.14.11  Distinctive Townscape/Landscape…”are areas defined as specifically recognisable and 
distinctive to the city.  They include twnscape and landscape components such as distinctive buildings, 
quintessential views, the interaction of buildings forming spaces or the setting to local events, topographical 
features, setting and backdrops to the city, areas of rich biodiversity, historic approach routes and landmarks 
of distinctive character.  These areas, frequently contiguous with the Historic Core, often borrow from or 
bestow character to it.  Distinctive townscape/landscape is sop distinctive to the city that similar areas or 
features are unlikely to be found in other historic towns and cities and it may well be unique” 

Paragraph 4.14.14  Supportive Townscape/Landscape….”are areas of townscape/landscape which support 
the character of the Historic Core and Distinctive areas of the city.  They provide the backdrop and ambience, 
and bolster the sense of place of the city and its approaches.  Supportive areas and features are of a kind that 
may be found in other towns and cities but, due to their particular location or the way they influence the 
character and setting of the city, they are locally distinctive, recognisable to those familiar with the city as 
important elements of its character and identity.”  Examples given are green spaces such as Coldham’s 
Common and along the River Cam west of Fen Ditton; areas of townscape including Chesterton; Cambridge 
Sceince Park and St John’s Innovation Park; etc 

Paragraph 4.14.17  Connective Townscape/Landscape…”are areas of townscape/landscape which are an 
integral part of the city and its environs, but may lack individual distinction or do not make a significant 
contribution to the setting of the city.  This does not signify that these areas are unimportant, or lacking in 
their own identity; they may have significant merits in their own right.  Rather, they are often areas with little 
relationship to their landscape setting, or to landmarks within the Historic Core or its landscape setting.  Due 
to their location or character, they may contribute little to views of the city or other elements of its setting.  
Generic development forms with little sense of place can also contribute to the loss of local identity.” 

Reference 2: Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study November 2015 Paragraph 4.11.8 
“From the M11, there is a short stretch of open countryside before the distinctive urban gateway of the 
ongoing development at Trumpington Meadows, Glebe Farm and Trumpington, and there are views to the 
historic village core.  The character of the route is then green and treed up to Vicar’s Brook and the Botanic 
Garden, where the urban gateway to Cambridge occurs.  Before this point, the approach does not feel 
strongly urban because there are mature trees and tall hedges on both sides of the road, the houses are set 
back from the road on the eastern side and there is the occasional glimpse across fields and the golf course to 
the west.  The gateway to Distinctive Cambridge is at the double roundabout with Fen Causeway and 
Lensfield Road, which defines the edge of the historic core.  This approach is of particular note because the 
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gateway to Distinctive Cambridge is very close to the second urban gateway, enhancing the perception of 
Cambridge as a compact city.” 

Reference 3: Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study November 2015 Paragraph 3.2.5 
“The definition of the sectors on a simple spatial basis, as described in the previous paragraph, does not 
reflect variations in land use, character or context, which occur in the majority of the sectors.  Most sectors 
were therefore divided into sub areas where there were clear changes in these characteristics which would 
affect the application of the assessment criteria to different areas of land.  This enables a robust and 
transparent assessment of the various sub areas.  The sub areas differ significantly from those used in the 
Councils’ 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study, which used different criteria for sub-division.” 

Reference 4: Cambridge Green Belt Study.  A vision of the Future for Cambridge in its Green 
Belt Setting.  1.1 Paragraph 7 
“This study of Cambridge and its setting is a strategic one, covering broad tracts of land but, nevertheless, 
considering some aspects in a fairly high level of detail.  Being strategic, however, it is not concerned with a 
field-by-field analysis or with identifying, precisely, any recommended changes to the Cambridge Green Belt 
boundary………………However, it is not intended that this study should be used to support or argue against 
housing development on any specific sites, except in the area of more detailed study in East Cambridge.” 

Reference 5:  2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study (RD/STRAT/210) 
Paragraph 5.8.  “A sensitivity score of medium/low/negligible indicated that any change to the Green Belt 
boundary would have limited an(sic) effect on Green Belt purposes.” 

Reference 6: Development Strategy Update November 2015 
Paragraph 4.35: “The distribution of growth between these two strategic options in the middle of the 
development sequence (Edge of Cambridge versus New Settlements) is a key choice for the Local Plans.  The 
edge of Cambridge is higher in the sequence and has advantage in terms of accessibility.  The Councils have 
always recognised this advantage.  However, it needs to be set against Green Belt considerations and the 
new Green Belt study confirms that major release of land would cause significant Green Belt harm.  New 
settlements offer an alternative means of delivering significant growth without requiring development in the 
Green Belt but require significant infrastructure provision to connect them to higher order services and jobs.” 

Reference 7: Development Strategy Update November 2015 
Paragraph 4.20: “In response to the Inspectors’ Letter, the Councils have prepared new evidence, including an 
independent review of the Inner Green Belt boundary and the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 2015.  
These consider afresh the merits of development on the edge of Cambridge, including sites that assessments 
show would cause significant harm to Green Belt purposes.  These are considered on a like for like basis with 
development options elsewhere in the sequence, including new settlements.  Therefore the consequences of 
development outside the Green Belt have been compared with the consequences of further development in 
the Green Belt.  This ensures and demonstrates that the Councils have complied with paragraph 84 and 85 of 
the NPPF in considering the implications of Green Belt on sustainable patterns of development and reach 
sound conclusions”. 
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1 SUBMISSION TO THE INSPECTOR ON THE POINTS FOR CLARIFICATION 
SOUGHT BY PIGEON/LIH ON MATTER 6 

1.1 During Matter 6, the Inspector asked the promoters of Cambridge South to liaise with the Councils 
on the anomalies they identified in RD/STRAT/210.   

1.2 The points which Pigeon/LIH are seeking clarification were submitted to the Councils for their 
consideration on 17th February, 2015. 

1.3 The Councils sent a general response to these point on 9th March, 2015 without addressing the 
specific points raised.   

1.4 This statement sets out the identified anomalies for the Inspector’s consideration. 

1.5 Table 1 below sets out the Councils’ findings on importance to setting, character and separation of 
all the areas around Cambridge. The value of Importance to Green Belt does not correspond to the 
highest value of importance to setting, character and physical separation and there is no evidence 
offered as to why this is the case.  

1.6 Of the 53 areas assessed, there are 22 with an aggregated score which is higher than what could 
be expected from the assessment of setting, character and separation.  There is no evidence 
offered as to what has skewed the assessment, nor how this relates to the purpose of the Green 
Belt.  These 22 areas with an unsubstantiated higher score are highlighted in an amber colour in 
Table 1.   

1.7 There are four areas, all in Sector 15, which are lower than the aggregated value which could be 
expected from the assessment of setting, character and separation.  There is no evidence offered 
as to what has skewed the assessment, nor how this relates to the purpose of the Green Belt.  
These are highlighted in a blue colour in Table 1. 

1.8 In total, there are 26 areas (49% of total) with an aggregated score for the Importance to the Green 
Belt which do not correspond with the assessment of setting, character or separation set out by the 
Councils.  There is no evidence base to account for this deviation.   
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Table 1 – Anomalies in Aggregation of Significance to GB 

SECTOR  AREA Importance 
to Setting 

Importance 
to Character 
of City 

Importance 
to Separation 

IMPORTANCE 
TO GREEN 
BELT 
(aggregated 
score) 

Aggregation 

1 1 High/Medium Low High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support 

 2 Low High Very High Very High  

 3 Medium Low Medium/High Medium/High  

       

2 1 Very High Very High Negligible Very High  

       

3 1 Very High High  Not attributed 
in tables 

Very High  

 2 Medium Low n/a Medium/Low  

 3 High Medium n/a High  

 4 Medium Medium n/a High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support 

       

4 1 Very High High Medium Very High  

 2 High Low Negligible High  

 3 Very High High High/Medium Very High  

 4 Very High Medium High Very High  

 5 Medium Low Low High Additional 
importance 
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added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support 

       

5 1 High High High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 High High High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

       

6 1 Low  High Negligible High  

 2 Low High Negligible High  

 3 Very High High Medium Very High  

       

7 1 Very High High High Very High  

       

8 1 High Medium Medium Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 Low Low Negligible Medium Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 
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 3 Negligible Negligible Negligible Medium Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 4 Low Low Negligible Medium Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

       

9 1 Low Very 
High/Medium 

Negligible Very High  

       

10 1 Medium Medium Low High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 High High High High  

 3 Medium Medium Medium High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

       

11 1 Medium Medium Low Medium  

 2 High High Low Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 
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 3 Medium Medium Low High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 4 Medium Medium Low Medium  

       

12 1 Low Low n/a Medium Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 Low Low n/a Medium Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 3 Very High Medium Low Very High  

       

13 1 High/Medium Low High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 High Medium High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

       

14 1 Medium Low High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
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score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 Medium Low High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 3 Low/Medium   Low Medium Medium  

 4 Low Low Low Low  

       

15 1 Low Negligible Medium Low Lesser 
importance 
than 
aggregated 
score 

 2 Low Negligible Medium Low Lesser 
importance 
than 
aggregated 
score. 

 3 Low Negligible Medium Low Lesser 
importance 
than 
aggregated 
score 

 4 Low Negligible Medium Low Lesser 
importance 
than 
aggregated 
score 

       

16 1 Medium Low Low High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 Low Low Low Low  



Response to Consultation on Proposed Amendments 

 
 

31 
 

 3 Low Medium Low Medium  

       

17 1 Low Negligible Low Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

       

18 1 High Medium High Very High Additional 
importance 
added in 
aggregated 
score – no 
evidence to 
support. 

 2 High Medium High High  

 3 Medium Low High High  

 4 Medium Low High High  

 5 Low Low High High  

 

Amber colour denotes an inflated aggregated value of Importance to Green Belt 

Blue colour denotes a deflated aggregated value of Importance to Green Belt 

1.9 49% of the assessments of Importance to Green Belt for the Sector/Areas do not relate to the 
assessment of setting, character and separation.   

1.10 There is no evidence base why these valuations have deviated from the assessment of setting, 
character and separation.   

1.11 The aggregation of the value of the Importance to Green Belt is flawed in 49% of the Areas with no 
explanation.  As there is no evidence base to explain the deviations, RD/STRAT/210 is neither 
robust nor transparent. 

Magnitude and Significance 

1.12 For the first time at the hearing on Matter 6, we learned that the magnitude of effect (RD/STRAT/210 
Table 1) was taken to be a dense, three to four storey housing development (there was some 
dispute at the Examination that two storey was mentioned).   

1.13 We outlined that this assumption could not be applied universally, to a proposed research and 
development hub set in parkland for example. 
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1.14 We also find there are anomalies peppered through the document with regard to the Significance 
of Development on the Green Belt caused by the misuse of Table 1 RD/STRAT/210.  Table 2 below 
sets this out with the anomalies highlighted in a pink tone. 

1.15 The value of magnitude was extrapolated from the Councils’ figures for Importance to Green Belt 
and Significance of Development as set out in Table 1 of RD/STRAT/210. 

 

 

 

 

Table 2  Importance to Green Belt,  Magnitude and Sensitivity 
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Sec
tor 

Ar
ea 

Importan
ce to 
Green 
Belt 

Magnitu
de1 

Significa
nce of 
Develop
ment 

Comments 

1 1 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR.  
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR. 

 3 Medium/
High 

High Medium/
High 

 

      
2 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR. 

      
3 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR. 

 2 Medium/
Low 

High Medium  

 3 High Very 
High 

High  

 4 High Not 
availabl
e in 
matrix 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 
This is not 
only wrong 
in the 
aggregation
, it is wrong 
in the 
application 
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of the 
matrix. 

      
4 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR. 

 2 High Not 
availabl
e in 
matrix 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 

 3 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR. 

 4 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR. 

 5 High Not 
availabl
e in 
matrix 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 
This is not 
only wrong 
in the 
aggregation
, it is wrong 
in the 
application 
of the 
matrix. 

      
5 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR.   
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
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value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 
 
 

 2 Very 
High 

Very 
High  

Very 
High 

The 
significance 
should read 
MAJOR.   
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

      
6 1 High Very 

High 
High  

 2 High Very 
High 

High  

 3 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR 

      
7 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR. 

      
8 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR.   
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Medium Very 
High 

High The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
HIGH/MEDI
UM.   The 
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significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 3 Medium No 
change 

Negligibl
e 

The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 4 Medium Very 
High 

High The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
HIGH/MEDI
UM.   The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

      
9 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR 

      
10 1 High Not 

availabl
e in 
matrix. 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 
This is not 
only wrong 
in the 
aggregation
, it is wrong 
in the 
application 
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of the 
matrix. 

 2 High  Very 
High 

A 
Significanc
e value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 

 3 High  Very 
High 

A 
Significanc
e value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 
This is not 
only wrong 
in the 
aggregation
, it is wrong 
in the 
application 
of the 
matrix. 

      
11 1 Medium High Medium  
 2 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR.   
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 3 High Very 
High 

High The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
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to Green 
Belt. 

 4 Medium  Medium  
      
12 1 Medium High Medium The 

significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Medium High Medium The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 3 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR 

      
13 1 Very 

High 
High High The 

significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Very 
High 

Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR. 
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt.   

      
14 1 Very 

High 
High High The 

significance 
is based on 
inflated 



Response to Consultation on Proposed Amendments 

 
 

39 
 

aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Very 
High 

Low Medium The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 3 Medium High Medium  
 4 Low Medium Low  
      
15 1 Low Medium Low The 

significance 
is based on 
deflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Low Medium Low The 
significance 
is based on 
deflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 3 Low Medium Low The 
significance 
is based on 
deflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 4 Low Medium Low The 
significance 
is based on 
deflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

      
16 1 High Very 

High 
High The 

significance 
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is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 Low Medium Low  
 3 Medium High Medium  
      
17 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR.   
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

      
18 1 Very 

High 
Very 
High 

Very 
High 

The 
Significanc
e should 
read 
MAJOR.   
The 
significance 
is based on 
inflated 
aggregation 
value for 
Importance 
to Green 
Belt. 

 2 High Not 
availabl
e in 
matrix 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 

 3 High Not 
availabl
e in 
matrix 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
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cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 

 4 High Not 
availabl
e in 
matrix 

Very 
High 

A 
significance 
value of 
Very High 
(aka 
MAJOR) 
cannot be 
achieved 
from a High 
Importance 
to GB. 

 5 High Very 
High 

High  
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Amber colour – denotes inflation of the aggregated value of Importance to Green Belt 

Blue colour – denotes deflation of the aggregated value of Importance to Green Belt 

Pink colour  - denotes error in use of matrix 

Red colour – denotes anomaly/error either in aggregated value or use of matrix, or both. 

1.16 Setting aside any challenge to the Councils’ interpretation of Importance to Setting, 
Importance to Character of City, and Importance to Separation, even so, we find there are 
33 irregularities in the determination of Significance. 

There are 53 Sector/Areas; 33 irregularities constitutes 58% of the Sectors/Areas being attributed 
to the wrong values of Significance of Development on the Green Belt according to the 
methodology. 

These are the anomalies for which Pigeon/LIH seek clarification.  Currently there is no justification 
for these anomalies.  RD/STRAT/210 is not sound and should not be relied upon to identify 
land which could be released from the Green Belt. 
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Appendix 2 

LIH and Pigeon representation submitted September 2013 
Appendix 2 – Green Belt Context 

The Cambridge Green Belt tightly encircles Cambridge and extends three to five miles from the edge 

encompassing many villages.  The Green Belt has been challenged and changed since it was 

designated.   

The Cambridge Green Belt had its roots in the 1930s, began to be firmed up in the 1950s and was 

formally defined on the Town Map in 1965.   

The Cambridge Preservation Society was founded in 1928 to 'foster public opinion towards the 

preservation of the beauties of Cambridge and its neighbourhood, and to cooperate with the County 

and Local Authorities and others, for this purpose'.   Soon after the Society was formed, it embarked on 

a programme of purchases of open farmland to the west of Cambridge around the villages of Coton and 

Madingley; places cherished by the dons as they can be reached easily on foot from the centre of the 

City.  It also resorted to selective 'sterilisation' of land close to town by covenants from landowners not 

to build on their land.  This was achieved in the case of Grantchester Meadows, the fields which line 

the west bank of the River Cam between the town and the village of Grantchester.  

The Society was also represented on early planning committees and played an active part in the 

Cambridgeshire Regional Planning Report of 1934.  The report proposed 'a chain of reservations 

…which would, in effect, keep a generally open belt of country encircling Cambridge'.  The report listed 

sites to be included; Madingley Hill to the west of Cambridge and the Grantchester Meadows.  The Gog 

Magog Hills to the south east of Cambridge were also included. 

The policies which led to the establishment of the Cambridge Green Belt are generally attributed to the 

work of Professor Holford and his colleague Mr Myles Wright.  Their proposals were published in 1950 

and known as the 'Holford Report'.  However, there is a striking similarity between this and an earlier 

review by Dykes Bower in 1943.  Only two copies of this earlier review remain.  Both reports tried to do 

away with the idea that Cambridge was 'the only true 'university' town left in England' pointing out that 

commerce and industry has already taken the lead in expanding employment in the town and also 

pointing out the growth in jobs in central and local government.  Both recognized the unique character 

of Cambridge and that uncontrolled growth was the main threat to the character of Cambridge.  Holford 

recommended that the planning committee should try to reduce the rate at which Cambridge was 

growing and to reach a stable population at around 100,000 or 125,000 for the larger area of Urban 

Cambridge. 

The Dykes Bower review addressed the need for 'one of the main planning aims of Cambridge' for 

'abstention from building' to 'preserve the close approach of the country' on the west side of the town.  

This was also the approach of the Cambridge Preservation Society.  Their main preoccupation at that 
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time was to prevent the indiscriminate spread of Cambridge into the surrounding countryside by way of 

'ribbon development' and the introduction of mass production industry to the town, a fate which had 

befallen Oxford in the shape of the Morris motor works at Cowley. 

The Draft Cambridgeshire Development Plan was published in 1952 and approved in 1954.  It aimed 

to preserve Cambridge as a predominantly University town with a population ceiling of 100,000. 

In 1957 the Minister gave approval in principle for a Green Belt round the City and the area covered by 

draft proposals from the County Council was to be immediately treated as Green Belt.  Although the 

Green Belt was drawn tightly around the City as a planning tool to help maintain Cambridge as a small 

university and market town, it also introduced the concept of 'white land' to be a limited reserve for 

future development within the inner edge of the Green Belt.     

The Green Belt was fully embodied in the Development Plan with the approval of the First Review of 

the Town Map in 1965. 

Following consultation an amended Cambridge Green Belt Local Plan was put on Deposit in 1984.  

Since that time there were a series of modifications until the Green Belt Local Plan was adopted in 

1992.  The Cambridge Local Plan was adopted in 1996 with an amendment in the area of West 

Cambridge to take account of the needs of University development.   

The history of the Green Belt shows a number of modifications over time (Figure 14) although one area 

of uniformity was that when compared with the five purposes of Green Belt policy set out in PPG2, the 

purpose which is consistently mentioned in all the historic Plans is its role in preserving the setting and 

special character of historic towns.  Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment is emphasized 

less and assisting in urban regeneration is not considered relevant. 

Challenges to the Green Belt 

The future of the Cambridge Green Belt has been challenged throughout this period.  The controls over 

new industry and commerce were relaxed in the 1970s.  New businesses have been attracted to 

Cambridge, especially 'high-tech' firms which benefit from a close relationship with the University.  The 

buoyancy of the local economy has led to a rapid increase in the population.  Attempts were made to 

release additional areas, through representations on the Green Belt Local Plan and through the 

Cambridge Local Plan.  There were a number of changes to the Green Belt boundary between 1965 

and 1996, including the addition of an area to the south east of Cambridge which included part of 

Netherhall School, Limekiln Close and East Pit and some land released from Green Belt on the northern 

fringe of the City Figure 15.   

However, with Cambridge unable to expand to accommodate increasing business and housing need, 

newcomers have largely settled in the outlying villages, now effectively detached suburbs.  This has 

generated a large increase in local road traffic.  The pressures on Cambridge and its sub-region by 

these trends called for a review of planning policies. 
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The concept of restraint surrounding Cambridge was questioned as early as 1966 when the Future 

Shape of Cambridge was published by the then City Architect and Planning Officer, Gordon Logie.  It 

looked at how the City should develop over the next forty to fifty years, suggesting future tongues of 

development which would allow the City to grow, while maintaining and enhancing its man-made 

advantages and the principle of compactness Figure 15. 

In the early 1970s Professor J Parry Lewis was commissioned by national and local government to 

undertake a Study of the Cambridge Sub-Region 1974.  This study was concerned with taking the 

pressures off the historic centre of Cambridge.  Parry Lewis concluded that Cambridge 'must grow in 

order to retain as much of its character as it can' and that the only way to conserve the historic centre 

was to have a major expansion Figure 16. 

In the late 1990s Cambridge City Council presented a document entitled 'Cambridge Green Belt.  

Towards 2016' to support their view that there should be a radical reassessment of the Green Belt.  The 

report set a case for the need for the continued growth of Cambridge as the economy and mobility 

amongst other factors had changed considerably during the period of the Green Belt Plan and that the 

pressing need was to reduce journey to work flows for the benefit of both employers and employees, 

and to address the issues of affordability of houses and housing need.  

Whilst the economic and social argument for Green Belt release was strong, the Council acknowledged 

that environmental and landscape factors were important in any future consideration of shaping the 

Green Belt.  However the Council recognised that 'Green Belt designation is not in itself any guide to 

the quality and value of the landscape' finding that 'not all of the Green Belt is of equivalent value with 

parts of it playing no important role' of supporting the purpose of the Green Belt 'other than by being 

part of a blanket presumption against development'. 
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ꢀ
ꢀ

1ꢀ
ꢀ

ObjectionꢀtoꢀproposedꢀmodificationsꢀrelatingꢀtoꢀtheꢀSustainabilityꢀ
AppraisalꢀAddendumꢀ2015ꢀ ꢀ

Introductionꢀ
1.1ꢀ Thisꢀresponseꢀhasꢀbeenꢀpreparedꢀtoꢀconsiderꢀwhetherꢀtheꢀproposedꢀmodificationsꢀtoꢀ
theꢀCambridgeꢀandꢀSouthꢀCambridgeshireꢀLocalꢀPlansꢀandꢀtheꢀSustainabilityꢀAppraisalꢀ
Addendumꢀ(SAꢀAddendum)ꢀareꢀsound,ꢀasꢀdefinedꢀbyꢀNationalꢀPlanningꢀPolicyꢀFrameworkꢀ
(NPPF).ꢀ

1.2ꢀ TheꢀDevelopmentꢀStrategyꢀUpdateꢀ2015ꢀstatesꢀthatꢀsitesꢀareꢀconsideredꢀafreshꢀonꢀaꢀ
likeꢀforꢀlikeꢀbasisꢀ(Referenceꢀ1)ꢀandꢀthatꢀtheꢀnewꢀindependentꢀreviewꢀofꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀ
togetherꢀwithꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀactionsꢀdemonstrateꢀcomplianceꢀwithꢀparagraphꢀ84ꢀandꢀ85ꢀ
ofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀꢀTheꢀCouncilsꢀconcedeꢀthatꢀneitherꢀtheꢀInnerꢀGBꢀboundaryꢀstudyꢀ2012,ꢀnorꢀtheꢀ
2015ꢀLDAꢀDesignꢀstudyꢀtakesꢀaccountꢀofꢀparagraphꢀ84ꢀandꢀ85ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPFꢀandꢀpresumablyꢀ
theseꢀmattersꢀareꢀsolelyꢀdealtꢀwithꢀbyꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendum.ꢀ

InterrelationshipꢀofꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀreviewꢀwithꢀtheꢀSAꢀprocessꢀ
2.1ꢀ TheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀsetsꢀoutꢀatꢀSectionꢀ5ꢀtheꢀSAꢀofꢀtheꢀdevelopmentꢀsequenceꢀwithꢀaꢀ
conclusionꢀthatꢀwhilstꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsitesꢀhaveꢀmanyꢀsustainabilityꢀbenefits,ꢀtheꢀ
‘InnerꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀStudyꢀ(2015)ꢀhasꢀconcludedꢀthatꢀitꢀisꢀunlikelyꢀthatꢀanyꢀdevelopmentꢀonꢀtheꢀ
edgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀ(apartꢀfromꢀaꢀfewꢀsmallꢀexceptions)ꢀcouldꢀbeꢀaccommodatedꢀwithoutꢀ
substantialꢀharmꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurposes”ꢀ(pageꢀ53).ꢀꢀꢀ

2.2ꢀ ConsiderableꢀweightꢀisꢀplacedꢀonꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀreviewꢀevidenceꢀbaseꢀtoꢀdismissꢀ
sitesꢀasꢀreasonableꢀalternativeꢀsiteꢀoptions.ꢀꢀLIHꢀandꢀPigeonꢀhaveꢀshownꢀthatꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀ
assessmentsꢀundertakenꢀbyꢀtheꢀCouncilꢀinꢀ2012ꢀandꢀbyꢀLDAꢀDesignꢀinꢀ2015ꢀareꢀnotꢀrobustꢀorꢀ
comprehensiveꢀandꢀareꢀcontradictory.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀnotꢀaꢀsoundꢀevidenceꢀbase.ꢀꢀDecisionsꢀtoꢀ
deleteꢀsitesꢀasꢀunreasonableꢀshouldꢀnotꢀbeꢀmadeꢀonꢀthisꢀevidenceꢀbase.ꢀ

2.3ꢀ TheꢀCouncilsꢀstateꢀtheyꢀhaveꢀconsideredꢀtheꢀmeritsꢀofꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsitesꢀandꢀ
theꢀlocationꢀadvantagesꢀtheyꢀoffer,ꢀagainstꢀtheꢀsignificantꢀharmꢀthatꢀwouldꢀbeꢀcausedꢀbyꢀ
substantialꢀdevelopmentꢀonꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀtoꢀtheꢀpurposesꢀofꢀtheꢀCambridgeꢀGreenꢀ
Beltꢀ(Referenceꢀ1).ꢀꢀTheꢀweightꢀgivenꢀtoꢀtheꢀroleꢀofꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀasꢀmoreꢀimportantꢀthanꢀ
allꢀtheꢀotherꢀcomponentsꢀofꢀsustainabilityꢀtogether,ꢀincludingꢀclimateꢀchange,ꢀmustꢀbeꢀ
foundedꢀonꢀaꢀwaterꢀtightꢀevidenceꢀbaseꢀandꢀfullyꢀjustified.ꢀꢀItꢀisꢀnot.ꢀꢀꢀꢀꢀ

2.4ꢀ LIHꢀandꢀPigeonꢀareꢀclear,ꢀthatꢀinꢀorderꢀtoꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀtheꢀrequirementsꢀofꢀparagraphꢀ
84ꢀandꢀ85ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF;ꢀꢀ
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 theꢀCouncilsꢀshouldꢀbeꢀresoluteꢀinꢀtheirꢀaimꢀtoꢀidentifyꢀallꢀlandꢀonꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀ
CambridgeꢀwhichꢀisꢀofꢀlesserꢀimportanceꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀandꢀwhichꢀshouldꢀbeꢀ
identifiedꢀasꢀaꢀreasonableꢀalternativeꢀtoꢀdispersedꢀdevelopment;ꢀ

 GreenꢀBeltꢀassessmentꢀshouldꢀbeꢀclear,ꢀrobustꢀandꢀconsistent;ꢀ
 theꢀvalueꢀofꢀimportanceꢀtoꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀatꢀwhichꢀtheꢀCouncilsꢀcannotꢀacceptꢀGreenꢀ

BeltꢀreleaseꢀforꢀdevelopmentꢀdueꢀtoꢀharmꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurposeꢀshouldꢀbeꢀ
clearlyꢀsetꢀoutꢀandꢀjustified;ꢀ

 theꢀdisadvantagesꢀofꢀdispersedꢀdevelopmentsꢀshouldꢀbeꢀclearlyꢀsetꢀout;ꢀandꢀꢀ
 theꢀbalanceꢀofꢀweightꢀgivenꢀtoꢀtheꢀvariousꢀdimensionsꢀofꢀsustainabilityꢀagainstꢀtheꢀ

considerationꢀofꢀimportanceꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀshouldꢀbeꢀclearlyꢀsetꢀoutꢀandꢀ
justified.ꢀ

2.5ꢀ Theseꢀpointsꢀareꢀnotꢀachieved.ꢀꢀTheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀdoesꢀnotꢀclearlyꢀsetꢀoutꢀtheꢀ
weightꢀgivenꢀtoꢀtheꢀvariousꢀdimensionsꢀofꢀsustainability.ꢀꢀThereꢀisꢀnoꢀexplanationꢀofꢀwhyꢀtheꢀ
protectionꢀofꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀisꢀmoreꢀimportantꢀthanꢀallꢀotherꢀconsiderations;ꢀincludingꢀclimateꢀ
change,ꢀwhichꢀisꢀcentralꢀtoꢀtheꢀeconomic,ꢀsocialꢀandꢀenvironmentalꢀdimensionsꢀofꢀ
sustainableꢀdevelopmentꢀ(paragraphꢀ93ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF).ꢀꢀTheꢀLocalꢀPlanꢀstrategyꢀremainsꢀ
unsound.ꢀ

SAꢀAddendumꢀMethodologyꢀ
3.1ꢀ TheꢀJointꢀSiteꢀAssessmentꢀProformaꢀisꢀgivenꢀinꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀReportꢀAppendixꢀB,ꢀ
pageꢀ200.ꢀꢀTheꢀfollowingꢀpointsꢀareꢀraised.ꢀ

ClimateꢀChangeꢀ
3.2ꢀ OneꢀofꢀtheꢀmainꢀreasonsꢀwhyꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀdeliveryꢀoptionꢀisꢀlessꢀsustainableꢀ
thanꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀisꢀtheꢀlikelyꢀrelianceꢀinꢀtheꢀdispersedꢀoptionꢀonꢀtheꢀuseꢀofꢀprivateꢀ
carsꢀtoꢀaccessꢀplacesꢀofꢀworkꢀandꢀmajorꢀserviceꢀcentresꢀ(Referenceꢀ2).ꢀꢀClimateꢀchangeꢀisꢀ
drivenꢀbyꢀtheꢀreleaseꢀofꢀCO2ꢀandꢀconsumptionꢀofꢀfossilꢀfuels.ꢀꢀTransportꢀisꢀresponsibleꢀforꢀ
aroundꢀaꢀquarterꢀofꢀgreenhouseꢀgasꢀemissionsꢀandꢀisꢀtheꢀsecondꢀhighestꢀgasꢀemittingꢀsectorꢀ
(http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/index_en.htmꢀ).ꢀꢀꢀꢀTheꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ
onlyꢀaccountsꢀforꢀ‘Renewables’ꢀandꢀ‘FloodꢀRisk’ꢀwithinꢀtheꢀClimateꢀChangeꢀSAꢀcriterionꢀandꢀ
takesꢀnoꢀaccountꢀofꢀtheꢀeffectꢀofꢀtheꢀtransportꢀeffectsꢀwithꢀaꢀdispersedꢀmodelꢀofꢀ
development.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀaꢀmajorꢀomission.ꢀ

3.3ꢀ AccordingꢀtoꢀtheꢀCouncils’ꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProforma,ꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀBournꢀ
AirfieldꢀoptionꢀscoresꢀhigherꢀthanꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridge,ꢀCambridgeꢀSouthꢀoptionꢀforꢀtheꢀ
ClimateꢀChangeꢀcriterion.ꢀꢀItꢀisꢀtheꢀsameꢀforꢀtheꢀAirꢀQualityꢀcriterion.ꢀꢀThisꢀfliesꢀinꢀtheꢀfaceꢀofꢀ
reality.ꢀꢀClimateꢀchangeꢀdrivenꢀbyꢀvehicularꢀmovementꢀisꢀlocation‐dependentꢀinꢀtheꢀcontextꢀ
ofꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀversusꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀoptions.ꢀꢀThisꢀlikelyꢀsignificantꢀeffectꢀisꢀnotꢀ
reflectedꢀwithinꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProformas.ꢀꢀꢀꢀ
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3.4ꢀ TheꢀBritishꢀGovernmentꢀisꢀsignedꢀupꢀtoꢀtheꢀParisꢀAgreementꢀofꢀ2015ꢀtoꢀtackleꢀclimateꢀ
changeꢀasꢀoneꢀofꢀtheꢀmajorꢀproblemsꢀaffectingꢀtheꢀplanet,ꢀandꢀparagraphꢀ93ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPFꢀisꢀ
clearꢀthatꢀtacklingꢀclimateꢀchangeꢀisꢀ“centralꢀtoꢀtheꢀeconomic,ꢀsocialꢀandꢀenvironmentalꢀ
dimensionsꢀofꢀsustainableꢀdevelopment”.ꢀꢀTheꢀeffectsꢀofꢀaꢀPlanꢀonꢀClimateꢀChangeꢀmustꢀ
carryꢀconsiderableꢀweightꢀinꢀformulationꢀtheꢀPlanꢀstrategy.ꢀꢀParagraphꢀ99ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPFꢀ
requiresꢀthatꢀ“LocalꢀPlansꢀshouldꢀtakeꢀaccountꢀofꢀclimateꢀchangeꢀoverꢀtheꢀlongerꢀterm”ꢀandꢀ
paragraphꢀ165ꢀstatesꢀthatꢀ“sustainabilityꢀappraisalꢀ…..ꢀshouldꢀconsiderꢀallꢀtheꢀlikelyꢀ
significantꢀeffectsꢀonꢀtheꢀenvironment,ꢀeconomicꢀandꢀsocialꢀfactors”.ꢀꢀNoneꢀofꢀtheseꢀhaveꢀ
beenꢀcompliedꢀwith.ꢀꢀTheꢀeffectsꢀofꢀpreservingꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀandꢀchannellingꢀdevelopmentꢀ
beyondꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀintoꢀaꢀdispersedꢀmodelꢀareꢀnotꢀproperlyꢀunderstood.ꢀ

3.5ꢀ TheꢀconsequenceꢀofꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀnotꢀtakingꢀaccountꢀofꢀtheꢀlikelyꢀeffectꢀonꢀ
climateꢀchangeꢀofꢀincreasedꢀtransportꢀmovementsꢀmeansꢀthatꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀproperꢀ
considerationꢀofꢀtheꢀeffectsꢀonꢀallꢀtheꢀdimensionsꢀofꢀsustainableꢀdevelopmentꢀofꢀchannellingꢀ
developmentꢀbeyondꢀtheꢀouterꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀboundary.ꢀꢀꢀItꢀdoesꢀnotꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀparagraphꢀ84ꢀ
andꢀ85ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀꢀWithꢀtheꢀdispersedꢀmodelꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀresilienceꢀtoꢀtheꢀimpactsꢀofꢀ
climateꢀchangeꢀasꢀgreenhouseꢀgasꢀemissionsꢀareꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀincrease.ꢀꢀTheꢀPlanꢀdoesꢀnotꢀ
complyꢀwithꢀparagraphꢀ93ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀ

3.6ꢀ TheꢀissueꢀofꢀClimateꢀChangeꢀ‘Renewables’ꢀinꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProformaꢀisꢀ
consideredꢀasꢀGREENꢀforꢀSC057ꢀ&ꢀ238ꢀtheꢀBournꢀAirfieldꢀsiteꢀandꢀAMBERꢀforꢀSiteꢀCCSC1004ꢀ
CambridgeꢀSouth,ꢀBroadꢀLocationꢀ5.ꢀꢀTheꢀevidenceꢀforꢀthisꢀisꢀthatꢀ“Developmentꢀwouldꢀ
createꢀadditionalꢀopportunitiesꢀforꢀrenewableꢀenergy”.ꢀꢀThereꢀisꢀnoꢀjustificationꢀthatꢀ
CambridgeꢀSouthꢀsiteꢀwouldꢀscoreꢀlessꢀthanꢀBournꢀAirfield.ꢀꢀTheꢀassessmentꢀisꢀinconsistentꢀ
andꢀbiasedꢀtowardsꢀNewꢀSettlements.ꢀꢀThisꢀdoesꢀnotꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀtheꢀrequirementsꢀofꢀ
paragraphꢀ84ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀ

AirꢀQualityꢀ
3.7ꢀ TheꢀAQMAꢀonꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀA14ꢀisꢀlargelyꢀcreatedꢀbyꢀtravelꢀtoꢀandꢀfromꢀCambridgeꢀ
forꢀpurposesꢀofꢀworkꢀorꢀaccessingꢀservicesꢀorꢀshoppingꢀfacilities.ꢀꢀTheꢀdevelopmentꢀofꢀnew,ꢀ
outlyingꢀsettlementsꢀisꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀexacerbateꢀtheꢀpollutionꢀproblems.ꢀꢀWhereas,ꢀdevelopmentꢀ
onꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀisꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀhaveꢀaꢀhigherꢀproportionꢀofꢀtheꢀmodalꢀsplitꢀtakenꢀupꢀbyꢀ
cyclingꢀandꢀwalking.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.8ꢀ InꢀtheꢀsectionꢀAirꢀQualityꢀcriterionꢀꢀ‘Wouldꢀtheꢀdevelopmentꢀofꢀtheꢀsiteꢀresultꢀinꢀanꢀ
adverseꢀimpact/worseningꢀofꢀairꢀquality?’;ꢀꢀtheꢀassessmentꢀgivesꢀSiteꢀCCSC1004ꢀCambridgeꢀ
SouthꢀanꢀAMBERꢀscoreꢀonꢀtheꢀbasisꢀthatꢀthereꢀisꢀaꢀpotentialꢀforꢀanꢀincreaseꢀinꢀtrafficꢀandꢀ
staticꢀemissionsꢀthatꢀcouldꢀaffectꢀlocalꢀairꢀquality.ꢀꢀHowever,ꢀthereꢀisꢀmoreꢀlikelyhoodꢀinꢀanꢀ
EdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsiteꢀforꢀaꢀmodalꢀshiftꢀtowardsꢀwalkingꢀandꢀcycling.ꢀ
ꢀ
3.9ꢀ AꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀsite,ꢀSC057ꢀBournꢀAirfield,ꢀalsoꢀscoresꢀAMBERꢀevenꢀthoughꢀthereꢀ
isꢀmoreꢀlikelihoodꢀofꢀincreasedꢀvehicularꢀtripsꢀand,ꢀrelativeꢀtoꢀanꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀ
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development,ꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀhaveꢀanꢀincreasedꢀadverseꢀeffect.ꢀꢀOnlyꢀlocalꢀeffectsꢀareꢀaccountedꢀ
forꢀinꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProformaꢀforꢀBournꢀAirfieldꢀandꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀreferenceꢀtoꢀtheꢀeffectsꢀ
furtherꢀafieldꢀwithꢀdispersedꢀdevelopmentꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀincreaseꢀvehicularꢀtripsꢀtoꢀandꢀfromꢀ
CambridgeꢀandꢀthereforeꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀexacerbateꢀtheꢀAQMAꢀatꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀA14ꢀlocations.ꢀ
ꢀ
3.10ꢀ ItꢀisꢀunreasonableꢀtoꢀapplyꢀaꢀsimilarꢀvalueꢀofꢀassessmentꢀforꢀtheꢀAirꢀQualityꢀcriterionꢀ
forꢀNewꢀSettlementsꢀasꢀforꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀdevelopment.ꢀꢀParagraphꢀ165ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPFꢀ
requiresꢀthatꢀallꢀsignificantꢀeffectsꢀshouldꢀbeꢀidentifiedꢀinꢀtheꢀSA.ꢀꢀTheꢀeffectꢀofꢀdispersedꢀ
developmentꢀonꢀtheꢀAQMAꢀhasꢀclearlyꢀnotꢀbeenꢀconsidered.ꢀꢀTheꢀSAꢀAssessmentꢀforꢀAirꢀ
QualityꢀhasꢀnotꢀbeenꢀundertakenꢀonꢀaꢀconsistentꢀbasisꢀandꢀisꢀbiasedꢀtowardsꢀtheꢀNewꢀ
Settlements.ꢀ

AssessmentꢀAnomaliesꢀ
3.11ꢀ ReferringꢀtoꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀReportꢀAnnexꢀ1ꢀSiteꢀAssessmentꢀProformasꢀandꢀ
SummaryꢀResults,ꢀatꢀfirstꢀinspectionꢀtheꢀSAꢀscoringꢀofꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsitesꢀareꢀclearlyꢀ
preferableꢀinꢀtermsꢀofꢀsustainabilityꢀthanꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀsites,ꢀcorroboratingꢀtheꢀ
resultsꢀofꢀSectionꢀ5ꢀofꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendum.ꢀꢀHowever,ꢀaꢀnumberꢀofꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀ
sitesꢀseemꢀtoꢀscoreꢀbadlyꢀonꢀtheꢀLandscapeꢀandꢀTownscapeꢀcriteriaꢀwhichꢀisꢀdifficultꢀtoꢀ
explainꢀinꢀlightꢀofꢀpreviousꢀSA.ꢀꢀꢀ

3.12ꢀ Onꢀcloserꢀinspectionꢀthereꢀappearsꢀtoꢀbeꢀaꢀnumberꢀofꢀanomaliesꢀandꢀinconsistenciesꢀ
inꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendum,ꢀnotꢀleastꢀbecauseꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀequivalentꢀin‐depthꢀassessmentꢀofꢀ
landscapeꢀandꢀtownscapeꢀissuesꢀforꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementsꢀasꢀhasꢀbeenꢀundertakenꢀonꢀtheꢀ
EdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsitesꢀwithꢀaꢀresultantꢀimbalanceꢀinꢀtheꢀassessmentꢀandꢀbiasꢀtowardsꢀNewꢀ
Settlements.ꢀ

3.13ꢀ AtꢀleastꢀthreeꢀofꢀtheꢀSAꢀcriteriaꢀforꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsitesꢀ(Landscape,ꢀ
TownscapeꢀandꢀGreenꢀBelt)ꢀareꢀdoubleꢀcountedꢀasꢀtheꢀLDAꢀDesignꢀInnerꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀ
BoundaryꢀStudyꢀ2015ꢀisꢀusedꢀtoꢀsubstantiateꢀtheꢀassessmentꢀasꢀsetꢀoutꢀinꢀtheꢀaccompanyingꢀ
reportꢀonꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀissues.ꢀꢀꢀ

3.14ꢀ However,ꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀfailsꢀtoꢀtakeꢀaccountꢀofꢀtheꢀpotentialꢀeffectsꢀonꢀtheꢀ
GreenꢀBeltꢀofꢀtheꢀmajorꢀtransportꢀinfrastructureꢀwhichꢀhasꢀbeenꢀidentifiedꢀasꢀbeingꢀrequiredꢀ
toꢀsupportꢀtheꢀproposedꢀNewꢀSettlements.ꢀꢀThisꢀshouldꢀhaveꢀbeenꢀrecordedꢀwithinꢀtheꢀ
GreenꢀBeltꢀcriterionꢀbutꢀappearsꢀtoꢀbeꢀoverlooked.ꢀꢀForꢀexample,ꢀsiteꢀSC057ꢀBournꢀAirfieldꢀisꢀ
allocatedꢀaꢀGREENꢀvalueꢀevenꢀthoughꢀ“busꢀpriorityꢀmeasuresꢀandꢀcyclingꢀandꢀpedestrianꢀ
improvementsꢀbetweenꢀCambourneꢀandꢀCambridge,ꢀplannedꢀtoꢀsecureꢀwiderꢀbenefits,ꢀwouldꢀ
alsoꢀbeꢀrequiredꢀtoꢀserveꢀthisꢀsite”.ꢀ

3.15ꢀ Theꢀassessmentꢀhasꢀnotꢀbeenꢀundertakenꢀonꢀaꢀlikeꢀforꢀlikeꢀbasisꢀandꢀthereꢀisꢀaꢀbiasꢀ
towardsꢀNewꢀSettlements.ꢀꢀThisꢀdoesꢀnotꢀallowꢀaꢀconsistentꢀandꢀequitableꢀapplicationꢀofꢀtheꢀ
relativeꢀweightingꢀofꢀtheꢀvariousꢀdimensionsꢀofꢀsustainabilityꢀinꢀtheꢀassessment.ꢀ ꢀ
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3.16ꢀ Theꢀfollowingꢀexamplesꢀareꢀofferedꢀtoꢀilluminateꢀtheꢀinconsistentꢀmannerꢀtheꢀ
assessmentꢀhasꢀbeenꢀapplied.ꢀ

SitesꢀCCC930ꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀBroadꢀLocationꢀ7,ꢀꢀLandꢀnorthꢀofꢀWorts’ꢀCauseway;ꢀꢀandꢀSiteꢀ
E/1BꢀLandꢀsouthꢀofꢀAddenbrooke’sꢀandꢀsouthwestꢀofꢀBabrahamꢀRoad;ꢀꢀ
3.17ꢀ Theseꢀsitesꢀareꢀproposedꢀallocationꢀsitesꢀofꢀ7.33haꢀandꢀ8.91haꢀrespectively.ꢀꢀ
Previouslyꢀtheyꢀwereꢀassessedꢀasꢀpartsꢀofꢀlargerꢀsites.ꢀꢀThisꢀunderlinesꢀLIHꢀandꢀPigeon’sꢀ
fundamentalꢀpointꢀthatꢀwhenꢀsmallerꢀparcelsꢀofꢀlandꢀareꢀassessed,ꢀtheyꢀareꢀmoreꢀlikelyꢀtoꢀbeꢀ
appropriateꢀinꢀtheꢀcontextꢀofꢀreleasingꢀlandꢀfromꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀforꢀdevelopmentꢀwithoutꢀ
undueꢀharmꢀtoꢀtheꢀpurposeꢀofꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBelt.ꢀ

SiteꢀCCSC1004ꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀBroadꢀLocationꢀ5ꢀLandꢀtoꢀtheꢀsouthꢀofꢀAddenbrookes’ꢀ
Road,ꢀCambridgeꢀandꢀCC904ꢀLandꢀEastꢀofꢀHauxtonꢀRoad.ꢀꢀ(Thisꢀsiteꢀisꢀpreviouslyꢀdescribedꢀasꢀ
SC105ꢀinꢀtheꢀProformasꢀforꢀBroadꢀLocationꢀ5).ꢀꢀꢀ
3.18ꢀ TheꢀLandscapeꢀcriterionꢀisꢀREDꢀdescribingꢀthatꢀdevelopmentꢀwouldꢀextendꢀtheꢀurbanꢀ
edgeꢀdownꢀtheꢀslopeꢀtoꢀmeet,ꢀorꢀcloseꢀto,ꢀtheꢀM11ꢀcorridor.ꢀꢀTheꢀemergingꢀmasterplanꢀ
mitigatesꢀthisꢀconcernꢀbyꢀproposingꢀtheꢀcreationꢀofꢀaꢀsoftꢀgreenꢀedgeꢀtoꢀtheꢀM11ꢀcorridor.ꢀꢀꢀ

3.19ꢀ TheꢀProformaꢀstatesꢀthatꢀtheꢀ“newlyꢀdefinedꢀurbanꢀedgeꢀofꢀAddenbrooke’sꢀ
Road……shouldꢀbeꢀpreserved”ꢀwithꢀaꢀjustificationꢀthatꢀGlebeꢀFarmꢀcreatesꢀaꢀstrongꢀurbanꢀ
edge.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀnotꢀrelevantꢀasꢀanyꢀnewꢀdevelopmentꢀwillꢀcreateꢀaꢀstrongꢀurbanꢀedge.ꢀꢀTheꢀ
designationꢀofꢀpartꢀofꢀtheꢀsiteꢀisꢀdescribedꢀasꢀ‘Supportive’ꢀbecauseꢀitꢀformsꢀtheꢀsettingꢀforꢀ
thisꢀnewꢀurbanꢀedge.ꢀꢀTheꢀaccompanyingꢀresponseꢀsubmittedꢀonꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀissuesꢀalreadyꢀ
addressesꢀthisꢀpointꢀ(pleaseꢀreferꢀtoꢀObjectionꢀtoꢀproposedꢀmodificationsꢀrelatingꢀtoꢀGreenꢀ
BeltꢀIssuesꢀparagraphꢀ4.7)ꢀasꢀpriorꢀtoꢀtheꢀnewꢀdevelopmentꢀofꢀGlebeꢀFarm,ꢀthereꢀwasꢀaꢀ
strongꢀurbanꢀedgeꢀwhichꢀdidꢀnotꢀprecludeꢀtheꢀdevelopmentꢀofꢀGlebeꢀFarm.ꢀꢀTheꢀProformaꢀ
alsoꢀcontradictsꢀitselfꢀasꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀcriterionꢀforꢀCC904ꢀ‘DistinctiveꢀUrbanꢀEdge’ꢀ
describesꢀtheꢀurbanꢀedgeꢀ“ofꢀaꢀlesserꢀquality,ꢀandꢀifꢀtheꢀaboveꢀrestrictionꢀappliesꢀ(thatꢀis,ꢀ
“withꢀdevelopmentꢀrestrictedꢀtoꢀlowꢀlevel,ꢀlowꢀdensityꢀwithꢀaꢀsoftꢀgreenꢀedge”)ꢀitꢀcouldꢀbeꢀ
mitigated”.ꢀꢀItꢀisꢀclearꢀthatꢀtheꢀCouncils’ꢀpositionꢀisꢀthatꢀsomeꢀpartsꢀofꢀthisꢀsiteꢀcouldꢀbeꢀ
developedꢀwithoutꢀundueꢀharmꢀtoꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurpose.ꢀ
ꢀ
3.20ꢀ TheꢀProformaꢀcontinuesꢀthatꢀtheꢀlandscapeꢀbufferꢀbetweenꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀ
Addenbrooke’sꢀRoadꢀandꢀtheꢀM11ꢀshouldꢀbeꢀpreserved.ꢀꢀThereꢀisꢀnoꢀjustificationꢀwhatsoeverꢀ
forꢀthis.ꢀꢀAꢀsoftꢀgreenꢀedgeꢀcouldꢀbeꢀcreatedꢀthroughꢀanꢀappropriatelyꢀdesignedꢀhighꢀqualityꢀ
developmentꢀwhichꢀwouldꢀmitigateꢀtheꢀedgeꢀandꢀprovideꢀaꢀgreenꢀsettingꢀinꢀthisꢀarea.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.21ꢀ InꢀtheꢀLandscapeꢀsectionꢀadverseꢀimpactsꢀonꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀareꢀalsoꢀcitedꢀasꢀaꢀreasonꢀforꢀ
theꢀassessmentꢀofꢀtheꢀsignificantꢀnegativeꢀimpactꢀifꢀthisꢀsiteꢀwereꢀdeveloped.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀdoubleꢀ
counting.ꢀꢀTheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀisꢀaꢀseparateꢀcriterion.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
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3.22ꢀ InꢀtheꢀTownscapeꢀsection,ꢀitꢀdescribesꢀanꢀextensiveꢀdevelopmentꢀonꢀhigherꢀopenꢀ
ground.ꢀꢀTheꢀlandꢀisꢀmostlyꢀbetweenꢀ15ꢀandꢀ20mꢀAOD,ꢀwhichꢀisꢀnotꢀhigh.ꢀꢀTheꢀsiteꢀrisesꢀtoꢀ
StoneꢀHillꢀatꢀjustꢀoverꢀ20mꢀAODꢀinꢀaꢀlowꢀridgeꢀrunningꢀparallelꢀtoꢀShelfordꢀRoad.ꢀꢀTheꢀclosestꢀ
highꢀareasꢀareꢀatꢀWhiteꢀHillꢀaboutꢀ2kmꢀawayꢀwithꢀtheꢀurbanꢀareaꢀofꢀShelfordꢀRoadꢀ
separatingꢀitꢀfromꢀtheꢀsite,ꢀandꢀtheꢀareaꢀaroundꢀMoneyꢀHillꢀtoꢀtheꢀsouthꢀofꢀHaslingfieldꢀ
approximatelyꢀ4kmꢀawayꢀwithꢀtheꢀinfrastructureꢀofꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀjunctionꢀ11ꢀseparatingꢀitꢀ
fromꢀtheꢀsite.ꢀꢀTheꢀemergingꢀmasterplanꢀtakesꢀtheꢀridgeꢀintoꢀaccountꢀandꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀ
proposalꢀforꢀdevelopmentꢀaboveꢀ20mꢀAOD.ꢀꢀAꢀsoftꢀgreenꢀedgeꢀisꢀproposedꢀtoꢀtheꢀRiverꢀCam,ꢀ
theꢀM11ꢀandꢀHauxtonꢀRoad.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.23ꢀ CambridgeꢀSouthꢀisꢀlargelyꢀcontainedꢀbyꢀinfrastructure,ꢀtheꢀM11,ꢀtheꢀrailwayꢀandꢀ
HauxtonꢀRoad.ꢀꢀTheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProformaꢀclaimsꢀtheꢀsiteꢀisꢀopenꢀandꢀhighlyꢀvisibleꢀfromꢀ
areasꢀtoꢀtheꢀwest,ꢀsouthꢀandꢀsoutheast.ꢀꢀTheꢀemergingꢀmasterplanꢀensuresꢀseparationꢀfromꢀ
GreatꢀShelford.ꢀꢀPotentialꢀviewsꢀfromꢀtheꢀsoutheastꢀandꢀGreatꢀShelfordꢀareꢀcurtailedꢀbyꢀtheꢀ
railwayꢀline.ꢀꢀViewsꢀfromꢀtheꢀwestꢀcanꢀbeꢀhadꢀfromꢀHauxtonꢀRoadꢀandꢀtheꢀM11,ꢀbutꢀtheꢀ
emergingꢀmasterplanꢀproposalsꢀofferꢀaꢀsoftꢀgreenꢀedgeꢀinꢀtheseꢀlocations.ꢀꢀFurtherꢀafieldꢀtheꢀ
motorwayꢀandꢀjunctionꢀinfrastructureꢀseparateꢀtheꢀsiteꢀfromꢀdirectꢀviews.ꢀꢀToꢀtheꢀsouth,ꢀ
adjacentꢀtoꢀtheꢀRiverꢀCam,ꢀaꢀsoftꢀgreen,ꢀsetꢀbackꢀedgeꢀisꢀproposed,ꢀwithꢀpedestrianꢀaccessꢀ
openedꢀupꢀforꢀtheꢀenjoymentꢀofꢀtheꢀriverꢀcorridorꢀinꢀthisꢀlocation.ꢀꢀThisꢀwillꢀbringꢀpotentialꢀ
benefitsꢀtoꢀtheꢀtownscapeꢀandꢀtheꢀlandscape.ꢀ
ꢀ
3.24ꢀ TheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀcriterionꢀassessesꢀaꢀsignificantꢀnegativeꢀimpactꢀonꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀ
purposeꢀdueꢀtoꢀtheꢀsiteꢀbeingꢀhighlyꢀvisible.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀtheꢀsameꢀreasonꢀgivenꢀforꢀtheꢀLandscapeꢀ
criterionꢀandꢀisꢀanotherꢀexampleꢀofꢀdoubleꢀcounting,ꢀmaskingꢀtheꢀSAꢀbyꢀoveremphasisingꢀ
(doubleꢀcounting)ꢀtheꢀsameꢀperceivedꢀnegativeꢀpoints.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.25ꢀ TheꢀInnerꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀBoundaryꢀStudyꢀ2015ꢀisꢀcitedꢀasꢀitꢀrefersꢀtoꢀtheꢀdistinctiveꢀ
separationꢀbetweenꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀtheꢀcityꢀandꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀtheꢀdistinctiveꢀgatewayꢀbeingꢀ
createdꢀatꢀTrumpingtonꢀMeadowsꢀandꢀGlebeꢀFarm.ꢀꢀThereꢀisꢀnothingꢀinꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀ
purposeꢀthatꢀrequiresꢀseparationꢀbetweenꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀtheꢀcityꢀandꢀtheꢀM11.ꢀꢀSeparationꢀ
betweenꢀtheꢀedgeꢀandꢀtheꢀM11ꢀisꢀnotꢀaꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurpose.ꢀꢀNowhereꢀinꢀtheꢀhistoricꢀ
literatureꢀonꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀhasꢀitꢀbeenꢀclaimedꢀthatꢀaꢀdistinctiveꢀseparationꢀshouldꢀbeꢀ
retainedꢀbetweenꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀtheꢀcityꢀedge.ꢀ
ꢀ
3.26ꢀ LDAꢀDesignꢀstateꢀthatꢀtheꢀgatewayꢀbeingꢀcreatedꢀatꢀTrumpingtonꢀMeadowsꢀandꢀ
GlebeꢀFarmꢀisꢀaꢀgatewayꢀtoꢀTrumpingtonꢀandꢀthatꢀtheꢀgatewayꢀtoꢀCambridgeꢀdoesꢀnotꢀbeginꢀ
untilꢀtheꢀdoubleꢀroundaboutꢀatꢀFenꢀCausewayꢀandꢀLensfieldꢀRoad.ꢀꢀTheꢀpreservationꢀofꢀaꢀ
gatewayꢀtoꢀTrumpingtonꢀisꢀnotꢀaꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurposeꢀandꢀthereforeꢀthisꢀreasonꢀshouldꢀbeꢀ
discountedꢀ(Referenceꢀ3).ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
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3.27ꢀ TheꢀProformaꢀcontinuesꢀthatꢀ“itꢀisꢀunlikelyꢀthatꢀanyꢀdevelopmentꢀwithinꢀtheꢀmajorityꢀ
ofꢀthisꢀsectorꢀcouldꢀbeꢀaccommodatedꢀwithoutꢀsubstantialꢀharmꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurposes”ꢀ
contradictsꢀtheꢀCC904ꢀ(partꢀofꢀtheꢀsite)ꢀwhichꢀstatesꢀthatꢀ“Extendingꢀtheꢀurbanꢀedgeꢀtoꢀtheꢀ
southꢀofꢀtheꢀAddenbrooke’sꢀRoadꢀatꢀthisꢀlocationꢀwouldꢀnotꢀaffectꢀtheꢀcompactꢀnatureꢀofꢀtheꢀ
city”.ꢀꢀItꢀisꢀalsoꢀcontradictedꢀbyꢀtheꢀCouncils’ꢀ2012ꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀReviewꢀwhichꢀidentifiesꢀsitesꢀ
8.1ꢀandꢀ8.4ꢀasꢀareasꢀinꢀwhichꢀ“anyꢀchangeꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀboundaryꢀwouldꢀhaveꢀlimitedꢀ
an(sic)ꢀeffectꢀonꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpruposes”.ꢀ
ꢀ
3.28ꢀ Thereꢀareꢀareasꢀwithinꢀthisꢀlargeꢀsiteꢀwhichꢀcouldꢀbeꢀdevelopedꢀwithoutꢀsubstantialꢀ
harmꢀtoꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurpose.ꢀꢀTheꢀemergingꢀmasterplanꢀretainsꢀseparationꢀtoꢀtheꢀriver,ꢀtheꢀ
M11ꢀandꢀHauxtonꢀRoadꢀasꢀwellꢀmitigatingꢀtheꢀpotentialꢀeffectsꢀonꢀviewsꢀbyꢀcreatingꢀaꢀsoftꢀ
greenꢀedge.ꢀꢀTheꢀgatewayꢀthatꢀisꢀbeingꢀcreatedꢀisꢀtoꢀTrumpingtonꢀandꢀnotꢀtheꢀcity.ꢀꢀTheꢀ
separationꢀbetweenꢀCambridgeꢀandꢀtheꢀvillagesꢀhasꢀbeenꢀtakenꢀaccountꢀofꢀinꢀtheꢀemergingꢀ
masterplanꢀsoꢀthatꢀnoꢀdevelopmentꢀisꢀproposedꢀwhereꢀthereꢀcouldꢀbeꢀaꢀperceptionꢀofꢀ
merging.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.29ꢀ Weꢀhave,ꢀthroughoutꢀtheꢀLocalꢀPlanꢀprocess,ꢀdrawnꢀattentionꢀtoꢀtheꢀproblemsꢀofꢀtheꢀ
Councils’ꢀbroadꢀbrushꢀapproachꢀtoꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀreviews.ꢀꢀCambridgeꢀSouthꢀisꢀ190ꢀha.ꢀꢀ
Thereꢀisꢀonlyꢀoneꢀsiteꢀwhichꢀexceedsꢀthisꢀsizeꢀ–ꢀBroadꢀLocationꢀ2ꢀSiteꢀCCSC1001ꢀ–ꢀwithꢀtheꢀ
majorityꢀofꢀsitesꢀaroundꢀ40ꢀtoꢀ50ꢀhaꢀorꢀless.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.30ꢀ Thereꢀareꢀvariationsꢀacrossꢀtheꢀ190ꢀhaꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀSouth.ꢀꢀAlso,ꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀ
Proformaꢀhasꢀnotꢀtakenꢀtheꢀemergingꢀmasterplanꢀintoꢀaccountꢀasꢀnoꢀdevelopmentꢀisꢀ
proposedꢀwhereꢀthereꢀcouldꢀbeꢀaꢀperceptionꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀmergingꢀwithꢀtheꢀvillages,ꢀandꢀ
developmentꢀisꢀsetꢀbackꢀfromꢀtheꢀriverꢀcorridor,ꢀtheꢀSMA,ꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀHauxtonꢀRoad.ꢀꢀTheꢀ
proposalꢀwillꢀaugmentꢀtheꢀnewꢀdevelopmentꢀatꢀTrumpingtonꢀMeadowsꢀandꢀGlebeꢀFarmꢀasꢀaꢀ
gatewayꢀtoꢀTrumpingtonꢀwhilstꢀnotꢀaffectingꢀtheꢀgatewayꢀtoꢀCambridgeꢀwhichꢀisꢀcloseꢀtoꢀtheꢀ
CityꢀcentreꢀatꢀtheꢀdoubleꢀroundaboutꢀwithꢀLensfieldꢀRoad.ꢀ

SiteꢀSC057ꢀandꢀ238ꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀBournꢀAirfieldꢀ
3.31ꢀ Thisꢀsiteꢀisꢀassessedꢀasꢀhavingꢀnoꢀlandscapeꢀimpactꢀifꢀdeveloped,ꢀorꢀcouldꢀevenꢀ
provideꢀminorꢀimprovements.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀunrealisticꢀandꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀevidenceꢀbaseꢀforꢀthisꢀ
assumption.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.32ꢀ TheꢀProformaꢀcontinuesꢀthatꢀassumptionsꢀareꢀmadeꢀthatꢀappropriateꢀdesignꢀandꢀ
mitigationꢀmeasuresꢀwouldꢀbeꢀachieved.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀatꢀoddsꢀwithꢀtheꢀassessmentꢀofꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀofꢀ
Cambridgeꢀsitesꢀwhereꢀaꢀhighꢀlevelꢀofꢀbackgroundꢀevidenceꢀisꢀappliedꢀbutꢀthereꢀareꢀnoꢀ
assumptionsꢀmadeꢀonꢀtheꢀemergingꢀdesign;ꢀeitherꢀinꢀtermsꢀofꢀbeingꢀinꢀanꢀappropriateꢀ
locationꢀorꢀprovidingꢀmitigationꢀforꢀpotentiallyꢀnegativeꢀeffects.ꢀꢀ
ꢀ
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3.33ꢀ Theꢀpotentiallyꢀnegativeꢀeffectsꢀofꢀprovidingꢀbusꢀpriorityꢀmeasures,ꢀcyclingꢀandꢀ
pedestrianꢀimprovementsꢀareꢀnotꢀproperlyꢀaddressedꢀinꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProformaꢀ
assessmentꢀofꢀtheꢀBournꢀAirfieldꢀsite.ꢀꢀTheseꢀwillꢀhaveꢀaꢀpotentiallyꢀlargeꢀnegativeꢀimpactꢀonꢀ
theꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀandꢀLandscapeꢀcriterion.ꢀꢀꢀ
ꢀ
3.34ꢀ InꢀtheꢀTownscapeꢀcriterion,ꢀnoꢀimpactꢀorꢀminorꢀimprovementsꢀwasꢀconcluded,ꢀwithꢀaꢀ
noteꢀthatꢀtheꢀdevelopmentꢀcouldꢀbeꢀmadeꢀcompatibleꢀwithꢀlocalꢀtownscapeꢀcharacter.ꢀꢀThisꢀ
isꢀequallyꢀtrueꢀofꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀsitesꢀbutꢀhasꢀnotꢀbeenꢀaccountedꢀforꢀinꢀtheꢀlatter.ꢀꢀThisꢀ
isꢀnotꢀaꢀconsistentꢀapproach.ꢀꢀꢀꢀTheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀisꢀbiasedꢀtowardsꢀNewꢀSettlements.ꢀ

ReviewꢀofꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProformaꢀforꢀCambridgeꢀSouthꢀ
4.1ꢀꢀ WeꢀhaveꢀshownꢀtheꢀSAꢀProformaꢀassessmentꢀhasꢀbeenꢀinconsistent.ꢀꢀWeꢀhaveꢀshownꢀ
SiteꢀCCSC1004ꢀCambridgeꢀSouthꢀisꢀnotꢀconsistentꢀoverꢀitsꢀlargeꢀareaꢀofꢀ190ha.ꢀꢀAlso,ꢀvariousꢀ
assumptionsꢀhaveꢀbeenꢀmadeꢀinꢀtheꢀProformasꢀwhichꢀdoꢀnotꢀtakeꢀintoꢀaccountꢀtheꢀ
emergingꢀmasterplan.ꢀꢀToꢀaddressꢀthis,ꢀtheꢀProformaꢀofꢀSiteꢀCCSC1004ꢀisꢀreviewedꢀwithinꢀ
thisꢀdocumentꢀtoꢀtakeꢀaccountꢀofꢀtheseꢀfactors.ꢀꢀTheꢀassessmentꢀisꢀhighlightedꢀwithꢀ(*)ꢀ
whereꢀthisꢀreviewꢀdiffersꢀfromꢀtheꢀCouncilsꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀProforma,ꢀandꢀtheꢀreasonsꢀareꢀ
given.ꢀ

LANDꢀ
PDLꢀ Wouldꢀdevelopmentꢀ

makeꢀuseꢀofꢀpreviouslyꢀ
developedꢀland?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

AgriculturalꢀLandꢀ Wouldꢀdevelopmentꢀ
leadꢀtoꢀtheꢀlossꢀofꢀtheꢀ
bestꢀandꢀmostꢀversatileꢀ
land?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Mineralsꢀ Willꢀitꢀavoidꢀtheꢀ
sterilisationꢀofꢀ
economicꢀmineralꢀ
reserves?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

POLLUTIONꢀ
AirꢀQualityꢀ Wouldꢀtheꢀ

developmentꢀofꢀtheꢀ
siteꢀresultꢀinꢀanꢀ
adverseꢀ
impact/worseningꢀofꢀ
airꢀqualityꢀ

*ꢀ
Althoughꢀtheꢀsiteꢀcouldꢀ
increaseꢀtrafficꢀandꢀ
staticꢀemissionsꢀoverallꢀ
(asꢀanyꢀnewꢀ
developmentꢀwould),ꢀ
thereꢀisꢀaꢀgreaterꢀ
likelihoodꢀforꢀsitesꢀonꢀ
theꢀEdgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀ
toꢀhaveꢀaꢀmodalꢀshiftꢀtoꢀ
optionsꢀtoꢀtravelꢀonꢀ
footꢀorꢀbyꢀbicycleꢀtoꢀ
placesꢀofꢀworkꢀorꢀtripsꢀ
toꢀshops/servicesꢀthanꢀ
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moreꢀdistantꢀ
development,ꢀandꢀaꢀ
relativeꢀimprovementꢀ
onꢀmoreꢀdistantꢀ
locations.ꢀ

AQMAꢀ Isꢀtheꢀsiteꢀwithinꢀorꢀ
nearꢀtoꢀanꢀAQMA,ꢀtheꢀ
M11ꢀorꢀtheꢀA14?ꢀ *ꢀ

Builtꢀdevelopmentꢀisꢀ
restrictedꢀwithinꢀ1,000ꢀ
mꢀofꢀtheꢀM11ꢀ

Pollutionꢀ Areꢀthereꢀpotentialꢀ
odour,ꢀlightꢀnoiseꢀandꢀ
vibrationꢀproblemsꢀifꢀ
theꢀsiteꢀisꢀdeveloped,ꢀ
asꢀaꢀreceptorꢀorꢀ
generatorꢀ(includingꢀ
compatibilityꢀwithꢀ
neighbouringꢀuses)?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Contaminationꢀ Isꢀthereꢀpossibleꢀ
contaminationꢀonꢀsite?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Waterꢀ Willꢀitꢀprotectꢀandꢀ
whereꢀpossibleꢀ
enhanceꢀtheꢀqualityꢀofꢀ
theꢀwaterꢀ
environment?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

BIODIVERSITYꢀ
DesignatedꢀSitesꢀ Willꢀitꢀconserveꢀ

protectedꢀspeciesꢀandꢀ
protectꢀsitesꢀforꢀnatureꢀ
conservationꢀinterest,ꢀ
andꢀgeodiversity?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Biodiversityꢀ Wouldꢀdevelopmentꢀ
reduceꢀhabitatꢀ
fragmentation,ꢀ
enhanceꢀnativeꢀ
species,ꢀandꢀhelpꢀ
deliverꢀhabitatꢀ
restoration?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

TPOꢀ Areꢀthereꢀtreesꢀonꢀsiteꢀ
orꢀimmediatelyꢀ
adjacentꢀprotectedꢀbyꢀ
aꢀTreeꢀPreservationꢀ
Order?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncil’ꢀProformaꢀ

GreenꢀInfrastructureꢀ Willꢀitꢀimproveꢀaccessꢀ
toꢀwildlifeꢀandꢀgreenꢀ
spaces,ꢀthroughꢀ
deliveryꢀofꢀandꢀaccessꢀ
toꢀgreenꢀ
infrastructure?ꢀ

ꢀ ꢀ
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LANDSCAPE,ꢀTOWNSCAPEꢀANDꢀCULTURALꢀHERITAGEꢀ
Landscapeꢀ Willꢀitꢀmaintainꢀandꢀ

enhanceꢀtheꢀdiversityꢀ
andꢀdistinctivenessꢀofꢀ
landscapeꢀcharacterꢀꢀ

*ꢀ

Whilstꢀdevelopmentꢀ
wouldꢀextendꢀtheꢀurbanꢀ
edge,ꢀaꢀsignificantꢀsoftꢀ
greenꢀedgeꢀwillꢀbeꢀ
createdꢀtoꢀtheꢀRiverꢀ
Cam,ꢀtheꢀM11ꢀandꢀ
HauxtonꢀRoad.ꢀꢀNoꢀ
developmentꢀisꢀ
proposedꢀonꢀtheꢀhigherꢀ
groundꢀofꢀStoneꢀHill.ꢀꢀ
Developmentꢀofꢀtheꢀsiteꢀ
willꢀbringꢀaccessꢀtoꢀtheꢀ
RiverꢀCamꢀcorridor.ꢀ

Townscapeꢀ Willꢀitꢀmaintainꢀandꢀ
enhanceꢀtheꢀdiversityꢀ
andꢀdistinctivenessꢀofꢀ
townscapeꢀcharacter,ꢀ
includingꢀthroughꢀ
appropriateꢀdesignꢀandꢀ
scaleꢀofꢀdevelopment?ꢀ

*ꢀ

Theꢀemergingꢀ
masterplanꢀcarefullyꢀ
considersꢀtheꢀcontextꢀofꢀ
potentialꢀdevelopmentꢀ
andꢀwillꢀbeꢀmitigatedꢀbyꢀ
aꢀsoftꢀgreenꢀedge.ꢀꢀ
Thereꢀwillꢀbeꢀnoꢀ
developmentꢀonꢀhigherꢀ
land.ꢀꢀWhilstꢀthereꢀwillꢀ
beꢀsomeꢀlocalꢀviewsꢀ
fromꢀtheꢀwestꢀandꢀ
south,ꢀthereꢀareꢀnoꢀ
significantꢀviewsꢀfromꢀ
nearbyꢀhighꢀlandꢀthatꢀ
wouldꢀhaveꢀaꢀsignificantꢀ
adverseꢀeffect.ꢀꢀ
Developmentꢀisꢀcapableꢀ
ofꢀbeingꢀmadeꢀ
compatibleꢀwithꢀlocalꢀ
townscapeꢀcharacter.ꢀ

GreenꢀBeltꢀ Whatꢀeffectꢀwouldꢀtheꢀ
developmentꢀofꢀtheꢀ
siteꢀhaveꢀonꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀ
purposes?ꢀ

*ꢀ

Theꢀsiteꢀdoesꢀnotꢀhaveꢀ
theꢀsameꢀvalueꢀofꢀ
importanceꢀtoꢀGreenꢀ
Beltꢀpurposeꢀacrossꢀitsꢀ
extent.ꢀꢀTheꢀemergingꢀ
masterplanꢀtakesꢀ
accountꢀofꢀtheꢀGreenꢀ
Beltꢀpurposesꢀandꢀ
ensuresꢀthereꢀisꢀnoꢀ
developmentꢀwhichꢀ
wouldꢀprovideꢀtheꢀ
perceptionꢀofꢀ
coalescenceꢀbetweenꢀ
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Cambridgeꢀandꢀtheꢀ
surroundingꢀvillages,ꢀorꢀ
onꢀtheꢀhigherꢀlandꢀofꢀ
StoneꢀHill.ꢀꢀꢀ
Theꢀgatewayꢀbeingꢀ
createdꢀatꢀGlebeꢀFarmꢀ
andꢀTrumpingtonꢀ
Meadowsꢀisꢀaꢀgatewayꢀ
toꢀTrumpington.ꢀꢀTheꢀ
emergingꢀmasterplanꢀ
willꢀbeꢀdesignedꢀtoꢀ
augmentꢀtheꢀ
Trumpingtonꢀgatewayꢀ
inꢀaꢀpositiveꢀgreenꢀ
approach.ꢀꢀTheꢀgatewayꢀ
intoꢀCambridgeꢀwillꢀnotꢀ
beꢀaffectedꢀbyꢀtheꢀ
proposals.ꢀꢀꢀ

Heritageꢀꢀ Willꢀitꢀprotectꢀofꢀ
enhanceꢀsites,ꢀfeaturesꢀ
orꢀareasꢀofꢀ
archaeological,ꢀorꢀ
culturalꢀinterest?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProforma.ꢀ
Noꢀdevelopmentꢀisꢀ
proposedꢀonꢀSAM.ꢀ

CLIMATEꢀCHANGEꢀ
Renawablesꢀ Willꢀitꢀsupportꢀtheꢀuseꢀ

ofꢀrenewableꢀenergyꢀ
sources?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

FloodꢀRiskꢀ Isꢀtheꢀsiteꢀatꢀfloodꢀrisk?ꢀ ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ
HUMANꢀHEALTHꢀANDꢀWELLꢀBEINGꢀ
OpenꢀSpaceꢀ Willꢀitꢀincreaseꢀtheꢀ

quantityꢀandꢀqualityꢀofꢀ
publiclyꢀaccessibleꢀ
openꢀspace?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀOutdoorꢀ
SportꢀFacilitiesꢀ

Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀnearestꢀ
outdoorꢀsportsꢀ
facilitiesꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀPlayꢀfacilities Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀnearestꢀ
playꢀspaceꢀforꢀchildrenꢀ
andꢀteenagers?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

GypsyꢀandꢀTravellerꢀ Willꢀitꢀprovideꢀforꢀtheꢀ
accommodationꢀneedsꢀ
ofꢀGypsiesꢀandꢀ
Travellersꢀandꢀ
Travellingꢀ
Showpeople?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀꢀProformaꢀ



ꢀ
ResponseꢀtoꢀConsultationꢀonꢀProposedꢀ
Amendmentsꢀ

ꢀ
ꢀ

12ꢀ
ꢀ

Distance:ꢀDistrictꢀorꢀ
LocalꢀCentre?ꢀ

Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀsiteꢀfromꢀ
theꢀnearestꢀDistrictꢀorꢀ
Localꢀcentre?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀCityꢀCentreꢀ Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀsiteꢀfromꢀ
theꢀedgeꢀofꢀdefinedꢀ
CambridgeꢀCityꢀ
Centre?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀGPꢀServiceꢀ Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀnearestꢀ
healthꢀcentreꢀorꢀGPꢀ
service?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

KeyꢀLocalꢀFacilitiesꢀ Willꢀitꢀimproveꢀqualityꢀ
andꢀrangeꢀofꢀkeyꢀlocalꢀ
servicesꢀandꢀfacilitiesꢀ
includingꢀhealth,ꢀ
educationꢀandꢀleisureꢀ
(shops,ꢀpostꢀoffices,ꢀ
pubsꢀetc)ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

CommunityꢀFacilitiesꢀ Willꢀitꢀencourageꢀandꢀ
enableꢀengagementꢀinꢀ
communityꢀactivities?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Integrationꢀwithꢀ
ExistingꢀCommunitiesꢀ

Howꢀwellꢀwouldꢀtheꢀ
developmentꢀonꢀtheꢀ
siteꢀintegrateꢀwithꢀ
ExistingꢀCommunities?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

ECONOMYꢀ
Deprivationꢀ Doesꢀitꢀaddressꢀ

pocketsꢀofꢀincomeꢀandꢀ
employmentꢀ
deprivationꢀparticularlyꢀ
inꢀAbbeyꢀWardꢀandꢀ
KingsꢀHedges?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ
BUTꢀitꢀshouldꢀbeꢀnotedꢀ
thatꢀanꢀemploymentꢀledꢀ
mixedꢀuseꢀdevelopmentꢀ
isꢀproposed.ꢀꢀAsꢀtheꢀsiteꢀ
isꢀwithinꢀ
walking/cycling/publicꢀ
transportꢀdistanceꢀfromꢀ
theseꢀwardsꢀthereꢀitꢀisꢀ
likelyꢀthatꢀincomeꢀandꢀ
employmentꢀ
deprivationꢀcouldꢀbeꢀ
alleviated.ꢀ

Shoppingꢀ Willꢀitꢀprotectꢀtheꢀ
shoppingꢀhierarchy,ꢀ
supportingꢀtheꢀvitalityꢀ
andꢀviabilityꢀofꢀ
Cambridgeꢀtown,ꢀ
districtꢀandꢀlocalꢀ
centres?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ
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Employmentꢀ‐ꢀ
Accessibilityꢀ

Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀnearestꢀ
mainꢀemploymentꢀ
centre?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

EmploymentꢀLandꢀ Wouldꢀdevelopmentꢀ
resultꢀinꢀtheꢀlossꢀofꢀ
employmentꢀland,ꢀorꢀ
deliverꢀnewꢀ
employmentꢀland?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Utilitiesꢀ Willꢀitꢀimproveꢀtheꢀ
levelꢀofꢀinvestmentꢀinꢀ
keyꢀcommunityꢀ
servicesꢀandꢀ
infrastructure,ꢀ
includingꢀ
communicationsꢀ
infrastructureꢀandꢀ
broadband?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

EducationꢀCapacityꢀ Isꢀthereꢀsufficientꢀ
educationꢀcapacity?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀfromꢀ
PrimaryꢀSchoolꢀ

Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀnearestꢀ
primaryꢀschool?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀSecondaryꢀ
Schoolꢀ

Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀnearestꢀ
secondaryꢀschool?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

TRANSPORTꢀ
CycleꢀRoutesꢀ Whatꢀtypeꢀofꢀcycleꢀ

routesꢀareꢀaccessibleꢀ
nearꢀtoꢀtheꢀsite?ꢀ *ꢀ

TheꢀCouncils’ꢀ
assessmentꢀisꢀ
consideredꢀtoꢀbeꢀanꢀ
underestimation.ꢀꢀThereꢀ
areꢀgoodꢀcycleꢀroutesꢀ
nearbyꢀandꢀparticularlyꢀ
alongꢀAddenbrooke’sꢀ
Roadꢀwhichꢀmeetsꢀtheꢀ
GREENꢀscore.ꢀꢀꢀThereꢀ
willꢀbeꢀgoodꢀandꢀcloseꢀ
connectionꢀtoꢀtheꢀCityꢀ
CentreꢀandꢀCambridgeꢀ
BiomedicalꢀCampusꢀ
withꢀcycleꢀlanesꢀ
upgradedꢀwhereꢀ
possible.ꢀ

HQPTꢀ IsꢀthereꢀHighꢀQualityꢀ
PublicꢀTransport?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

SustainableꢀTransportꢀ
Scoreꢀ

Scoringꢀmechanismꢀhasꢀ
beenꢀdevelopedꢀtoꢀ
considerꢀaccessꢀtoꢀandꢀ
qualityꢀofꢀpublicꢀ
transportꢀandꢀcycling.ꢀꢀꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ
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Distance:ꢀbusꢀstop/railꢀ
stationꢀ

ꢀ ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

FrequencyꢀofꢀPublicꢀ
Transportꢀ

ꢀ ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Publicꢀtransportꢀ
journeyꢀtimeꢀtoꢀCityꢀ
Centreꢀ

ꢀ ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀcyclingꢀtoꢀ
CityꢀCentreꢀ

ꢀ ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Distance:ꢀRailwayꢀ
Stationꢀ

Howꢀfarꢀisꢀtheꢀsiteꢀfromꢀ
anꢀexistingꢀorꢀproposedꢀ
trainꢀstation?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Accessꢀ Willꢀitꢀprovideꢀsafeꢀ
accessꢀtoꢀtheꢀhighwayꢀ
network,ꢀwhereꢀthereꢀ
isꢀavailableꢀcapacity?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

Non‐carꢀFacilitiesꢀ Willꢀmakeꢀtheꢀ
transportꢀnetworkꢀ
saferꢀforꢀpublicꢀ
transport,ꢀwalkingꢀorꢀ
cyclingꢀfacilities?ꢀ

ꢀ AsꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀ

*ꢀdenotesꢀaꢀchangeꢀfromꢀtheꢀCouncils’ꢀProformaꢀassessment.ꢀ

4.2ꢀ ThisꢀSAꢀProforma,ꢀwhenꢀcomparedꢀtoꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀsiteꢀoptionsꢀisꢀconclusiveꢀ
thatꢀCambridgeꢀSouthꢀisꢀmuchꢀmoreꢀsustainableꢀandꢀLIHꢀandꢀPigeonꢀcontendꢀthatꢀpartsꢀofꢀ
CambridgeꢀSouthꢀcouldꢀbeꢀreleasedꢀwithoutꢀundueꢀharmꢀtoꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurpose.ꢀ
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Conclusionꢀ
5.1ꢀ TheꢀevidenceꢀbaseꢀforꢀassessingꢀtheꢀreasonableꢀalternativeꢀsiteꢀoptionsꢀonꢀtheꢀEdgeꢀ
ofꢀCambridgeꢀisꢀbasedꢀonꢀtheꢀtwoꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀassessments.ꢀꢀWeꢀhaveꢀshownꢀtheꢀassessmentsꢀ
toꢀbeꢀcontradictory,ꢀnotꢀcomprehensiveꢀandꢀtheꢀstatusꢀofꢀeachꢀdocumentꢀisꢀunclear.ꢀꢀThisꢀisꢀ
neitherꢀaꢀrobustꢀorꢀconsistentꢀevidenceꢀbaseꢀonꢀwhichꢀtoꢀbaseꢀimportantꢀdecisionsꢀonꢀtheꢀ
reasonableꢀalternativeꢀsiteꢀoptions.ꢀꢀꢀ

5.2ꢀ TheꢀCouncilsꢀdoꢀnotꢀgiveꢀaꢀthresholdꢀofꢀtheꢀvalueꢀofꢀimportanceꢀtoꢀtheꢀpurposeꢀofꢀ
theꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀaboveꢀwhichꢀaꢀsiteꢀisꢀautomaticallyꢀdismissedꢀasꢀaꢀreasonableꢀalternative.ꢀꢀ

5.3ꢀ TheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀdoesꢀnotꢀtakeꢀanyꢀaccountꢀofꢀtheꢀlikelyꢀsignificantꢀeffectꢀonꢀ
ClimateꢀChangeꢀofꢀadditionalꢀvehicleꢀmovementꢀ(greenhouseꢀgasesꢀandꢀuseꢀofꢀfossilꢀfuels)ꢀ
dispersedꢀdevelopmentꢀwillꢀbring.ꢀꢀThisꢀdoesꢀnotꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀtheꢀrequirementsꢀofꢀ
paragraphꢀ84ꢀandꢀ165ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀ

5.4ꢀ ThereꢀareꢀinconsistenciesꢀbetweenꢀtheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀassessmentꢀofꢀEdgeꢀofꢀ
CambridgeꢀSitesꢀandꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementsꢀwithꢀbiasedꢀadvantageꢀtoꢀtheꢀNewꢀSettlementꢀ
options.ꢀꢀThisꢀdoesꢀnotꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀparagraphꢀ84ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀ

5.4ꢀ TheꢀLocalꢀPlanꢀstrategyꢀisꢀbasedꢀonꢀtheseꢀomissionsꢀandꢀinconsistenciesꢀandꢀ
thereforeꢀdoesꢀnotꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀparagraghꢀ85,ꢀ93ꢀandꢀ99ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀ

5.5ꢀ TheꢀprotectionꢀofꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀisꢀgivenꢀextremelyꢀhighꢀimportance,ꢀinꢀmostꢀcasesꢀ
moreꢀthanꢀallꢀtheꢀotherꢀdimensionsꢀofꢀsustainableꢀdevelopment.ꢀꢀItꢀisꢀnotꢀclearꢀwhatꢀtheꢀ
weightingꢀofꢀtheꢀcomponentsꢀofꢀsustainabilityꢀare.ꢀꢀThereꢀisꢀnoꢀjustificationꢀasꢀtoꢀwhyꢀtheꢀ
protectionꢀofꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀisꢀconsideredꢀmoreꢀimportantꢀthanꢀtheꢀeffectsꢀofꢀtheꢀstrategyꢀonꢀ
climateꢀchangeꢀwhichꢀisꢀcentralꢀtoꢀsustainableꢀdevelopment.ꢀꢀTheꢀSAꢀfailsꢀparagraphꢀ84ꢀofꢀ
theꢀNPPF.ꢀ

5.6ꢀ Theꢀmodificationsꢀproposedꢀdoꢀnotꢀcomplyꢀwithꢀtheꢀrequirementsꢀofꢀparagraphsꢀ84,ꢀ
85,ꢀ93ꢀandꢀ165ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPF.ꢀ

ꢀ

ꢀ

ꢀ ꢀ
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Referenceꢀ1:ꢀDevelopmentꢀStrategyꢀUpdateꢀNovemberꢀ2015ꢀ
Paragraphꢀ4.20:ꢀ“InꢀresponseꢀtoꢀtheꢀInspectors’ꢀLetter,ꢀtheꢀCouncilsꢀhaveꢀpreparedꢀnewꢀevidence,ꢀ
includingꢀanꢀindependentꢀreviewꢀofꢀtheꢀInnerꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀboundaryꢀandꢀtheꢀSustainabilityꢀAppraisalꢀ
Addendumꢀ2015.ꢀꢀTheseꢀconsiderꢀafreshꢀtheꢀmeritsꢀofꢀdevelopmentꢀonꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀCambridge,ꢀ
includingꢀsitesꢀthatꢀassessmentsꢀshowꢀwouldꢀcauseꢀsignificantꢀharmꢀtoꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀpurposes.ꢀꢀTheseꢀ
areꢀconsideredꢀonꢀaꢀlikeꢀforꢀlikeꢀbasisꢀwithꢀdevelopmentꢀoptionsꢀelsewhereꢀinꢀtheꢀsequence,ꢀincludingꢀ
newꢀsettlements.ꢀꢀThereforeꢀtheꢀconsequencesꢀofꢀdevelopmentꢀoutsideꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀhaveꢀbeenꢀ
comparedꢀwithꢀtheꢀconsequencesꢀofꢀfurtherꢀdevelopmentꢀinꢀtheꢀGreenꢀBelt.ꢀꢀThisꢀensuresꢀandꢀ
demonstratesꢀthatꢀtheꢀCouncilsꢀhaveꢀcompliedꢀwithꢀparagraphꢀ84ꢀandꢀ85ꢀofꢀtheꢀNPPFꢀinꢀconsideringꢀ
theꢀimplicationsꢀofꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀonꢀsustainableꢀpatternsꢀofꢀdevelopmentꢀandꢀreachꢀsoundꢀconclusions”.ꢀ

Referenceꢀ2:ꢀꢀ2012ꢀInnerꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀBoundaryꢀStudyꢀ(RD/STRAT/210)ꢀ
TheꢀSAꢀAddendumꢀisꢀclearꢀthatꢀ“developmentꢀonꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀremainsꢀtheꢀbestꢀperformingꢀ
optionꢀwithꢀregardꢀtoꢀmodalꢀshareꢀandꢀperformsꢀpositivelyꢀdueꢀtoꢀshortꢀdistancesꢀtoꢀtheꢀcity,ꢀlowꢀ
publicꢀtransportꢀjourneyꢀtimes,ꢀandꢀinꢀmanyꢀcasesꢀproximityꢀtoꢀhighꢀfrequencyꢀpublicꢀ
transport………..TheꢀLocalꢀPlansꢀCSRMꢀreportꢀfoundꢀthatꢀtheꢀgreaterꢀdistanceꢀfromꢀCambridgeꢀwouldꢀ
meanꢀhigherꢀlevelsꢀofꢀcarꢀuseꢀthanꢀandꢀedgeꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀfocus…….”ꢀPageꢀ50ꢀandꢀ51).ꢀꢀꢀ

Referenceꢀ3:ꢀCambridgeꢀInnerꢀGreenꢀBeltꢀBoundaryꢀStudyꢀNovemberꢀ2015ꢀParagraphꢀ
4.11.8ꢀ
“FromꢀtheꢀM11,ꢀthereꢀisꢀaꢀshortꢀstretchꢀofꢀopenꢀcountrysideꢀbeforeꢀtheꢀdistinctiveꢀurbanꢀgatewayꢀofꢀ
theꢀongoingꢀdevelopmentꢀatꢀTrumpingtonꢀMeadows,ꢀGlebeꢀFarmꢀandꢀTrumpington,ꢀandꢀthereꢀareꢀ
viewsꢀtoꢀtheꢀhistoricꢀvillageꢀcore.ꢀꢀTheꢀcharacterꢀofꢀtheꢀrouteꢀisꢀthenꢀgreenꢀandꢀtreedꢀupꢀtoꢀVicar’sꢀ
BrookꢀandꢀtheꢀBotanicꢀGarden,ꢀwhereꢀtheꢀurbanꢀgatewayꢀtoꢀCambridgeꢀoccurs.ꢀꢀBeforeꢀthisꢀpoint,ꢀtheꢀ
approachꢀdoesꢀnotꢀfeelꢀstronglyꢀurbanꢀbecauseꢀthereꢀareꢀmatureꢀtreesꢀandꢀtallꢀhedgesꢀonꢀbothꢀsidesꢀ
ofꢀtheꢀroad,ꢀtheꢀhousesꢀareꢀsetꢀbackꢀfromꢀtheꢀroadꢀonꢀtheꢀeasternꢀsideꢀandꢀthereꢀisꢀtheꢀoccasionalꢀ
glimpseꢀacrossꢀfieldsꢀandꢀtheꢀgolfꢀcourseꢀtoꢀtheꢀwest.ꢀꢀTheꢀgatewayꢀtoꢀDistinctiveꢀCambridgeꢀisꢀatꢀtheꢀ
doubleꢀroundaboutꢀwithꢀFenꢀCausewayꢀandꢀLensfieldꢀRoad,ꢀwhichꢀdefinesꢀtheꢀedgeꢀofꢀtheꢀhistoricꢀ
core.ꢀꢀThisꢀapproachꢀisꢀofꢀparticularꢀnoteꢀbecauseꢀtheꢀgatewayꢀtoꢀDistinctiveꢀCambridgeꢀisꢀveryꢀcloseꢀ
toꢀtheꢀsecondꢀurbanꢀgateway,ꢀenhancingꢀtheꢀperceptionꢀofꢀCambridgeꢀasꢀaꢀcompactꢀcity.”ꢀ

ꢀ
ꢀ
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Executive Summary

This report considers whether the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum and proposed modifications to the

Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Local Plans with reference to transport are sound as defined by NPPF.

Reference is made to the potential implications of the major transport infrastructure required to support the

new settlements within the SA Addendum, following this omission being identified during the previous Matters’

Hearings.  However, the potential negative impacts on the Green Belt which are indicated in the SA

Addendum Report are not then taken into account in the scoring within the SA Addendum pro-forma for the

new settlements.

Unless this transport infrastructure would be delivered in the event that the new settlements do not come

forward, which is considered very unlikely given the inter-relationship between them and a potential funding

gap even allowing for significant developer contributions, it would be reasonable to consider that this

infrastructure is a fundamental part of the new settlement strategy.  In not taking account of the full impacts on

the Green Belt, an inconsistent approach has been taken in considering potential impacts of alternative

development options.

Further review of the SA Addendum has identified a number of inconsistencies / inaccuracies in the appraisal

of transport criteria, including cycling and walking connections and proposed access arrangements, which

suggest that the sustainable transport links and potential benefits associated with the Cambridge South site

have not been fully considered.

The Proposed Modifications Joint Consultation Report, which identifies the proposed modifications and

evidence base, makes a number of statements in support of the implementation of a new settlement strategy,

rather than one with more of a focus on the edge of Cambridge which do not stand up to scrutiny.  These

include apparent inaccuracies in the transport infrastructure required for edge of Cambridge sites, a proposed

strategy not making the most of existing infrastructure and an overemphasis on the potential sustainable

transport credentials of the new settlements.  The updated transport modelling does not appear to take into

account the provisional allocation of land at E1/B, while the grouping of different edge of Cambridge sites

does not allow a proper understanding of the benefits or impacts of individual sites and, therefore, reasonable

potential alternative areas of growth have not been appropriately considered.

There are therefore a number of areas of concern with the methodology and subsequent interpretation of the

work undertaken to support the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum and also the identification of the proposed

modifications to the Local Plans.  These concerns raise serious questions about the soundness of the

modifications.

It is noted that the modifications proposed are relatively minor and the Councils have indicated that the

revised evidence base continues to support the general new settlement growth strategy proposed.  It is our

opinion that the revised evidence base does not address the fundamental issues which have been previously

raised regarding the soundness of the Local Plans and continues to fail to make a compelling argument for

the growth strategy being a sustainable one in transport terms.
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1. Introduction

1.1. This report has been prepared to consider whether the proposed modifications to the Cambridge and

South Cambridgeshire Local Plans and the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (SA Addendum), with

reference to transport, are sound, as defined by NPPF.  The SA Addendum and modifications are

supported by a range of further studies the Councils have undertaken or commissioned to update or

review the evidence base as part of this process and to respond to the comments raised in the

Inspector’s letter of 20 May 2015 (RD/GEN/170), which suspended the Examination in Public.  This

includes undertaking additional transport modelling and updating the Infrastructure Delivery Study.

1.2. The scope of the consultation has been narrowly defined with only the proposed modifications, as set

out in the Proposed Modifications Joint Consultation Report and the SA Addendum to be consulted

upon.  It is noted that the information presented as part of the original formal consultation on the Local

Plans in 2013, remains in front of the Inspectors, and it is assumed that this is also the case with the

written and verbal representations made as part of the various Matters’ hearings during 2014/15.

1.3. It is noted that the modifications proposed are relatively minor and the Councils have indicated that

the revised evidence base continues to support the general new settlement growth strategy proposed.

It is our opinion that the revised evidence base does not address the fundamental issues which have

been previously raised regarding the soundness of the Local Plans and continues to fail to make a

compelling argument for the growth strategy being a sustainable one in transport terms.  While we

have considered the key points with regard directly to the SA Addendum and the proposed

modifications as part of this note, we consider that the revised evidence base continues to fail to

address key issues raised during the previous Matters’ Hearings, and that there remains a

requirement for this to be reviewed and considered in more detail as a whole as part of any future

Matters’ hearings to ensure the soundness of the Local Plans.



Response to Consultation on Proposed Modifications to the Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Local Plans LIH & Pigeon Land

4 AECOM

2. Sustainability Appraisal Addendum

2.1. A review of the SA Addendum has identified a number of inconsistencies and inaccuracies with regard

to the consideration of the alternative sites with regards to transport.

Consideration of Impact of Major Infrastructure on Green Belt

2.2. The overall planning strategy, including the modifications, places great importance on the impact of

the Green Belt in the determination of sites which are considered appropriate to allocate for

development.  During the representations at the previous Matters’ Hearings, it was noted that the SA

did not take into account the potential impacts on the Green Belt of the major transport infrastructure

which had been identified as being required to support the proposed new settlements.

2.3. The SA Addendum makes reference to the potential implications of the major infrastructure provision

required to support the new settlements at Waterbeach and Bourn / Cambourne, within the Green Belt

assessment category.  It is recognised in the assessment of the various potential Waterbeach

allocations that:

“Bus priority measures, Park & Ride, cycling and pedestrian improvements, and highways

improvements on the A10 corridor, planned to secure wider benefits would also be required to serve

this site. Landscape impacts are uncertain at this stage. A busway using the Mereway route would

have significant negative landscape impacts. There are potential negative impacts on Green Belt.”

(Page 36-37 Appendix B-3)

2.4. Despite this, the Waterbeach site and those on the A428 corridor are scored as Green when

considering Green Belt impacts, which is defined as “No impact or Minor Positive impact on Green

Belt purposes.”

2.5. The accompanying notes in the SA Addendum Report indicate that it is considered necessary to

assess the environmental impacts of the associated transport schemes when considering the new

settlements.  They however go on to say that this is done on a precautionary basis since

improvements are considered necessary to address existing issues and are not considered to be

solely proposed as a result of the new developments.  The report notes that the effects of these

schemes are assessed as part of the LTP3 Strategic Environmental Assessment (LTP3 SEA) and

appropriate mitigation measures suggested within that assessment.

2.6. However, as indicated above, while the individual site appraisals refer to the potential implications on

the Green Belt of the transport infrastructure identified as necessary to deliver development, this does

not then appear to have been carried forward into the scoring of the impact on the Green Belt for the

new settlements within the SA Addendum.

2.7. It is not clear within the LTP3 SEA what appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed to

offset the potential impacts on the Green Belt of the proposed major transport infrastructure.  This is

unsurprising given that much of the infrastructure appears to have yet to be considered beyond a very

initial stage.

2.8. It is our opinion that the infrastructure improvements are a fundamental part of the new settlement

strategy and should be considered as such. Reinforcing this point is the 2015 Infrastructure Delivery
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Study (IDS) (RD/MC/080), which identifies in excess of £850,000,000 of transport infrastructure

across the two districts to support future growth, with a maximum of £500 million available through the

City Deal.  The City Deal funding is intended to help to stimulate additional growth and is therefore

presumably provided on the basis that it will help to deliver the new settlements.  Only £100 million of

City Deal money is in fact guaranteed at this stage, while Tranche 1 City Deal priority projects costing

in excess of £180 million have been agreed by the City Deal Executive Board.

2.9. Given concerns of shortfalls in funding, the IDS recommends prioritisation of transport schemes on

the Ely to Cambridge (A10) and St Neots to Cambridge (A428) corridors to support the delivery of

planned growth.  The associated schemes are identified to cost in excess of £360 million.  The IDS

includes allowance of potential S106 contributions from the new settlements to support the delivery of

the strategic transport corridors of between £84m and £155m. It is worth considering that the IDS

indicates that only two schemes on these priority corridors are identified as Tranche 1 City Deal

priority projects, with a combined cost of less than £48 million.  This raises further issues of a funding

gap, while suggesting increased pressure on developer contributions.

2.10. Given that it has been suggested that the improvements are not solely proposed as a result of the

new developments (SA Addendum Report, Footnote 95 page 114 and RD/MC/060, Para 4.56 page

37), we would seek clarification from the Local Authorities that the proposed infrastructure

improvements would be delivered in the event that the new settlements do not come forward.

2.11. Otherwise, this would indicate that the full impacts on the Green Belt have not been appropriately

considered for the New Settlement, suggesting an inconsistent approach has been taken to the

consideration of the potential impacts of alternative development options, which would be contrary to

the Local Plans being considered as Justified.

Consideration of Transport within SA Addendum Proforma

2.12. Considering the SA Addendum further, and in particular relating to the Cambridge South Mixed Use

site (CCSC1004), there are a number of other apparent inconsistencies / inaccuracies in relation to

the appraisal of transport.

“Proposer identifies vehicular access from Hauxton Road midway between M11 roundabout and

Addenbrooke’s Access Road.”  (Appendix B2 - Page 231)

2.13. This has never been the case and there appears to have been some confusion between this and the

proposed access onto Addenbrooke’s Road.  This is particularly surprising given that the Cambridge

Sub-Regional Model (CSRM) Modelling Report (RD/MC/070) has assumed that broad location BL5,

which it is believed is intended to reflect the CCSC1004 site, would be accessed from Addenbrooke’s

Road and Cambridge Road.  On the other hand, the proposed new arm from M11 J11 which is the

third access point identified as part of the development proposals is not included within the modelling,

despite this forming a key part of the delivery of the proposed access strategy of the site designed to

help to relieve existing traffic pressure on key links / junctions within the Southern Fringe.  It is noted

that despite not fully recognising the proposed access strategy or the potential benefits this could

bring, the site scores Amber for Access, indicating a belief on the part of the local authorities that any

negative effects could be mitigated.  This position is reaffirmed by the Highways Agency (now

Highways England) comments on the site.
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2.14. In turn, the lack of understanding of the proposed access strategy appears to have resulted in some

confusion as to whether the site abuts the highway at Addenbrooke’s Road.  It does and the

development proposals involve connecting to current and providing enhanced, crossing facilities on

Addenbrooke’s Road, ensuring strong walking and cycling connections to Addenbrooke’s Hospital,

CBC, Trumpington Park & Ride and Cambridge City Centre, amongst other potential destinations.

The connections available would appear to justify a stronger rating for cycle routes than the Amber

CCSC1004 is currently scored.

2.15. The project team are not aware of the accommodation bridge over the railway on the southern aspect

of the site which is referenced in the appraisal. However, as has been previously identified to the

authorities, the Proposers’ will be happy to work with the relevant authorities to ensure suitable and

appropriate cycle and walking facilities are delivered as part of the development.

2.16. The proposed site has also been scored as Amber in terms of High Quality Public Transport (HQPT).

The definition of HQPT as set out in the Transport Strategy for Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire

is incredibly onerous, to the extent that the Trumpington Park & Ride, which is within a short walk

(approximately 650m) of CCSC1004, is not considered to offer a HQPT service as, despite exceeding

the majority of the criteria, there is a reduction in services provided on weekday evenings after 2130

and Sundays after 2000.

2.17. Nevertheless, there does however appear to be some inconsistency in the scoring of the HQPT

category for individual sites.  Site CC904, which is adjacent to CCSC1004, is identified as scoring

Green for HQPT.  However, as well as being located further from Trumpington Park & Ride than

CCSC1004, the nearest major alternative source for high frequency bus services is  Addenbrooke’s

Hospital Bus Station, which is over 2km from CC904, a distance which would not be expected to

contribute to the attaining of a HQPT score. It would therefore be unexpected for CC904 to score

more highly than CCSC1004 in this category and clarification is therefore requested as to the reasons

for CCSC1004 being classified as Amber and CC904 as Green for HQPT.
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3. Proposed Modifications Joint Consultation Report

3.1. The Proposed Modifications Joint Consultation Report (December 2015) provides an overview of the

work which has been undertaken following the suspension of the EIP and identifies the subsequent

modifications proposed to the Local Plan.

3.2. The report summarises a range of evidence documents in justifying the proposed modifications while

maintaining the overall development strategy of growth primarily focussed on new settlements.  This is

principally covered in paras 2.18 to 2.21.  There are a number of statements made in these

paragraphs which require further consideration.

3.3. Para 2.18 indicates that the Councils have been clear that they recognise the merits of land on the

edge of Cambridge in accessibility terms and the transport evidence confirms that situation.  It then

goes on to say that edge of Cambridge developments would have their own transport issues and are

not necessarily cheap to deliver.  This position appears to be based on a section of the Development

Strategy Update (RD/MC/060):

“Significant development on the edge of Cambridge would not necessarily be a cheap option in terms

of transport infrastructure. They would be placing potentially very large developments, generating

large numbers of vehicle movements, at a specific point in the city’s transport network, and there are

existing congestion issues on all the radials into Cambridge. Transport modelling considered the

infrastructure needed for the major sites being promoted through the Local Plans, and identified that

significant new road infrastructure would be required in most cases, often more than being suggested

by the promoters. Comparisons can be made with permitted development on the southern fringe,

where significant transport improvements were needed to enable development now under

construction. This included the new Addenbrooke’s Access Road at a cost of £25.5m and the

construction of the southern section of the Guided Bus which cost £40m. As a comparison with the

new settlement strategic transport costs, the County Council estimates that a strategic link road to the

south east of Cambridge from Fulbourn Road to Addenbrooke’s Road to serve strategic level

development in this area would be likely to cost in the order of £45-60million including junction

improvements.” (RD/MC/060, Para 4.60)

3.4. There are a number of issues with this paragraph.  It is not clear how or at what stage analysis has

been undertaken of additional infrastructure to support the alternative sites being promoted, nor at

which sites significant transport improvements are considered to be neccessary.  Investigating further,

the revised CSRM Modelling Report suggests that mitigation for the group of site BL3, BL4 and BL5

located in the Southern Fringe would include:

“a link through the site between Yarrow Road and Addenbrooke’s Road providing a better connection

from the site to the M11”.

3.5. It is not clear how this could be considered necessary given that each of the sites is located adjacent

to Hauxton Road / Trumpington Road, itself a corridor linking directly to the M11 at Junction 11.  The

Yarrow Road / Addenbrooke’s Link (which it is understood is an alternative reference to the road

identified as potentially costing £45-£60m in RD/MC/060), would not be expected to enhance the

accessibility of any of these sites to the M11.
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3.6. As has previously been identified by the promoters of CCSC1004, along with the site’s excellent

accessibility by active travel modes, the site access strategy for the proposed development is

designed to reduce pressure on key highway pressure points near the site.  The necessary

infrastructure could be delivered as part of the development, without affecting the ability to provide

suitable levels of affordable housing.

3.7. It is also considered slightly surprising that the Guided Bus and Addenbrooke’s Road are held up as

an example of the potential negative implications of developing in the southern fringe.  While delivery

of these was not without its own issues, both of these major elements of infrastructure have already

been delivered.  The importance of this is two-fold:

x NPPF Para 32 requires that “Plans and decisions should take account of whether the

opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up depending on the nature and

location of the site, to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure.”  These two elements of

infrastructure have already been delivered and, to be consistent with national policy,

consideration should be given as to how to make the most of these two assets, rather than

identifying them as a reason for not developing in the area or for committing to significant

additional infrastructure.

x For development in the Southern Fringe, by making the most of existing infrastructure there

would not be the additional risks, timescales or potential adverse impacts which are associated

with the significant new transport infrastructure identified as necessary to support the new

settlements for development.

3.8. Para 2.19 indicates that the evidence concludes that new settlements can provide:

“viable and deliverable developments that will be able to contribute to strategic off site infrastructure

and provide high quality public transport links to Cambridge, attracting significant levels of patronage,

and also provide wider benefits to existing communities.”

3.9. Although a well-trodden argument, there remains little evidence provided in the CSRM modelling

report for this position, with Figure 5-13 indicating that despite the significant infrastructure spending

proposed, development at Bourn Airfield and Waterbeach would have a public transport mode share

(including allowance for park & ride) of around only 6%-8%.  By comparison, three of the Edge of

Cambridge Broad Locations are forecast to achieve 8%, without the same level of intervention

identified for the new settlements.  This is also in the context of new settlements which are also likely

to be relatively unattractive for walking and cycling trips (despite allowances for short internal trips),

particularly when compared to edge of Cambridge sites, where walking / cycling to key destinations

within Cambridge would be considered a more viable alternative to public transport, due to the shorter

distances involved to Cambridge and other key destinations.

3.10. Para 2.20 then compares the relative merits of Edge of Cambridge and New Settlement sites in 5

categories before noting that having weighed these factors up, the Development Strategy Update

document concludes that the strategy in the submitted plans, with limited modifications, is the right

balance for this plan period.  While acknowledging that the Councils would consider the relative

weighting to give each different category, Para 2.20 suggests that of the 5 categories, it is only in
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terms of Green Belt / Landscape / Townscape that the New Settlements are suggested to have a

particular advantage, and for reasons given above and in the review of the Green Belt Assessment

undertaken on behalf of Lands Improvement Holdings and Pigeon Land, this is not considered to be

wholly accurate.

3.11. With regards to any additional or extended sites which have been identified as potentially coming

forward as part of the modifications to the Local Plans, it would be expected that this should be

supported by a suitable and robust evidence base, including appropriate transport modelling.  This

modelling would also be expected to have considered all other appropriate alternatives on their

relative merits, so that an informed decision could be reached.  Both of these points are important

when considering if the Local Plans have been Positively Prepared and are Justified.

3.12. It is not clear whether the additional growth at Cambridge Biomedical Campus (E/1B) has been

directly considered at any stage within the CSRM Modelling Report (RD/MC/070), despite this

subsequently being identified as a provisional allocation within the Local Plans’ modifications.

3.13. On the other hand, while additional consideration has been given to potential growth in the Cambridge

Fringe, rather than considering each site on its own merits, an approach has been taken to group

different development areas within the Fringe together.  The justification for the groupings is unclear.

The group of sites identified as ‘Green belt South Radial’ in Table 5-2 and Figure 5-4 of RD/MC/070

includes not only three prospective developments in the Trumpington area, including the Cambridge

South site (CCSC1004 / BL5) but also further development in the form of BL9, which is located to the

north of Newmarket Road in the east of Cambridge.

3.14. The grouping of sites in this way, particularly where this grouping appears to have almost been

randomly undertaken, does not allow a proper understanding of the benefits or impacts of the

individual sites, meaning that reasonable potential alternative areas of growth have not been

appropriately considered.
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4. Summary

4.1. The analysis presented above identifies a number of areas of concern in the methodology and

subsequent interpretation of the work which has been undertaken to support the Sustainability

Appraisal Addendum and identification of the proposed modifications to the Local Plans, which would

question the soundness of these.

4.2. While not all aspects are explicitly covered in detail within this report given the scope of this

consultation, our review of the work undertaken to support both the SA Addendum and proposed

modifications indicates that the Councils have not addressed clearly a number of concerns raised

during the previous Matters Hearings including:

x Proper consideration of alternatives to the proposed growth strategy;

x The funding and deliverability of proposed transport infrastructure or reasonable alternatives;

x The appropriateness and effectiveness of this infrastructure to underpin the proposed growth

strategy; and

x The unsustainable nature of the proposed new settlements.

4.3.  We therefore consider that the overall Local Plans’ strategy remains unsound.
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