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Executive summary

The Green Belt review of 2012 is an unreliable guide to the value of the Green Belt.  It has led to flawed
conclusions about how to meet the needs of the City.  Those needs are for sustainable housing and employment
land, in particular the co-location of R&D within/on the edge of the City.

Allocating land on the edge of Cambridge will provide:

■ the R&D sector in particular with what the land the market needs and will soon run out of, preventing
real damage to what makes Cambridge of regional, national and international importance; and

■ it would prevent an unsustainable centrifugal development pattern which is at odds with the
environmental, social and economic dimensions of sustainable development.
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1 Response to Matters

1.1 The following statement is prepared on behalf of Pigeon Land and Lands Improvement Holdings.  It
should be read in conjunction with previously submitted representations (CCC 5102/SCD 20801).

Matter 6 (i)

Does the level of need for new jobs and homes (paragraph 2.54 of CCC LP and paragraph 2.32 SCDC
LP) constitute the exceptional circumstances necessary to justify the proposed removal of sites from
the Green Belt (para 83 of the Framework and paragraphs 044 and 045 of Planning Practice
Guidance).

1.2 Both Cambridge City Council (CCC) and South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) accept the
level of need for homes is such that this constitutes the exceptional circumstances for the release of
Green  Belt.  This led to the review of the Green Belt and the allocation of sites. Paragraph 2.54 CCC
Local Plan and 2.32 SCDC Local Plan both make it clear that given the need for homes and jobs the
exceptional circumstances exist to justify release.

1.3 The need for housing and employment are just raw need figures and should be considered alongside:

■ The vital importance of supporting Cambridge as an international R&D centre.  Cambridge’s
R&D/academic role is a key driver in the national and regional economy (our representation
Matter 3, Matter 4);

■ Delivery.  The timing of the release of land coming forward for R&D is vital.  If development is
pushed towards the new settlement option, considerable infrastructure will be required.  Not
only is this costly, the funding mechanism is not in place.  Delivery will be relegated to later in
the plan period (our presentation Matters 2, 4);

■ Need.   International high-tech companies and R&D need to cluster in the City. Papworth
Hospital has recently announced its relocation to the Cambridge Biomedical Campus and the
recent decision of Astra Zeneca to relocate its HQ to the Cambridge Biomedical Campus
illustrate the benefits perceived by these companies to clusters. R&D works by co-location
and will go off the boil or succumb to competition potentially abroad unless it is facilitated and
guaranteed (our representation Matter 4). Without Green Belt release there will not be enough
land to meet these needs;

■ Places of work need appropriately skilled workers, preferably close to their work place (our
presentation Matters 2, 3 and 4);

■ The new settlement strategy has considerable negative implications on environmental, social
and economic effects due to enforced commuting to places of work in Cambridge;

■ The Joint Planning Unit document (RD/STRAT/040) concludes that development on the edge
of Cambridge is the most sustainable option;

■ SCDC in their Sustainability Appraisal (SCDC Initial Sustainability Appraisal report July 2012)
concludes that development on the edge of Cambridge is the most sustainable option; and

■ Climate change is considered by the European Commission to be amongst the key
environmental challenges (Guidance on Integrating Climate Change and Biodiversity into
Strategic Environmental Assessment).  Climate change is exacerbated by burning fuel and
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production of CO2– a result of commuting (our representation Matter 5). People need to be
given realistic opportunities to choose sustainable travel modes for their journey to work.

1.4 These additional factors add significant weight to the exceptional circumstances required to justify
Green Belt release.

Bearing in mind the Framework’s indication that development in the Green Belt should be resisted, what
would be the consequences if the boundary of the GB were to be retained in its current location?

1.5 The Councils claim that they are rolling out the development strategy established through the RPG 6
and 2003 Structure Plan.  This is not the case (Appendix 1).  The 1999-2016 Structure Plan 2003
Policy 9/1 expected to deliver 52% on Cambridge fringe sites and 48% on new settlements.  The new
allocations proposed in the current Plans expect to deliver 10% on the edge of Cambridge, 75% in
new settlements and 15% in the villages.  The Councils’ proposed development strategy based on
new settlements beyond the Green Belt reverts to a dispersed pattern.

1.6 It is relevant to consider the likely implications of the dispersed pattern of growth the Councils now
espouse and the consequences if the boundary of the GB were to be retained in its current location.

1.7 The document ‘Cambridge Green Belt: Towards 2016 1999’ (Appendix 2) was submitted by CCC as
evidence to the examination of RPG6.  This document outlined the problems of a dispersed pattern of
growth as:

■ reliance on the car for journeys (the 52.9% of people with a job in Cambridge but who lived
outside Cambridge in 1991);

■ the effect on four major employers, Cambridgeshire County Council, Science Park, Marshalls
and Addenbrookes with most employees working at least 11km from their home;

■ traffic congestion, noise, pollution and accidents between vehicles and cyclists, particularly at
peak times;

■ the high house prices due to the tightly drawn Green Belt;

■ middle income families having little option but to live away from Cambridge, further away from
their point of employment and from services and leisure facilities, so increasing journey
distances and decreasing transport mode options; and

■ severe congestion along all City radial routes extending back to many of the surrounding
villages with the result that the environmental amenity of the City is damaged.

1.8 The problems set out in 1999 are still relevant, and have grown worse.

1.9 Development on the edge of Cambridge should be seen in the context of the national and regional
economy (our submission Matter 4); the need to co-locate high tech and R&D close to Cambridge
and provide for workers to live nearby so that they have realistic opportunity to choose sustainable
travel modes for their journey to work; and the adverse environmental, social and economic effects of
not allowing development close to Cambridge.  Additional development should be allowed on the
edge of Cambridge.

1.10 In addition, if the Green Belt is not relaxed, the continued demand for Cambridge-centric growth will
mean increasing pressure within Cambridge and the immediate setting of the historic core.
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Matter 6 (ii)

Does the 2012 Inner Green Belt Study provide a robust justification for the proposed boundary
changes? If not why not? (Where issues relating to the methodology used to undertake the study
are in dispute, the Inspector encourages representors and the Councils to prepare Statements of
Common Ground to identify areas of agreement and dispute).

1.11 The 2012 Inner Green Belt Study is flawed and not robust.  Not all land which could be released
without harming the objectives of Green Belt policy when seen in the context of the NPPF as a whole
is identified.

1.12 We have set out our concerns about RD/STRAT/210 in our previous representations (Sept 2013)
particularly paragraphs 4.27- 4.40) which are outlined here:

Large parcels of land used so results are negatively skewed

1.13 Take for example, Sector 8 Area 1. The area that this covers is very large.  There are elements of
Very High importance to the Green Belt within this parcel, but that this is confined to the River
Corridor (Ref RD/STRAT/190 Landscape Character Assessment – defining character).  This value is
not relevant to the majority of the site which has considerably lesser importance and land which could
be released from the Green Belt is not identified.

Significance of Green Belt is not accounted for as described in the methodology

1.14 RD/STRAT/210 on page 5 describes how the ‘Importance to Green Belt’ is an “overall
judgement…..made from the base data and the assessments of importance to setting, character and
separation” which follows the methodology set out in RD/STRAT/170.

1.15 The table below demonstrates the errors in assessing importance.

Importance to
Setting

according to
RD/STRAT/210

Importance to
Character

according to
RD/STRAT/210

Importance to
Separation

according to
RD/STRAT/210

Importance to
Green Belt

according to
RD/STRAT/210

Importance to Green Belt
– assessment based on

methodology

SECTOR 8.1 HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM VERY HIGH The value according to
the methodology is HIGH.
The importance has been

overemphasised.

SECTOR 8.2 LOW LOW NEGLIGIBLE MEDIUM The value according to
the methodology is LOW.
The importance has been

overemphasised.

SECTOR 8.3 NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE NEGLIGIBLE MEDIUM The value according to
the methodology is
NEGLIGIBLE.  The

importance has been
overemphasised.

SECTOR 8.4 LOW LOW NEGLIGIBLE MEDIUM The value according to
the methodology is LOW.
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The importance has been
overemphasised.

In every single case, the value place on importance to Green Belt for the areas which make up Sector 8 in
the Councils’ own assessment are wrong.

Discrepancy accounting for different areas.

1.16 The proposed allocations of GB1, GB2, GB3 and 4 (Sector 11 Area 1 and 4, and Sector 12 Area 1
and Area 2), the importance to the Green Belt is MEDIUM.  Both Councils state that these are small
areas not considered of long term importance to Green Belt purposes.

1.17 The Councils find that Sector 8, Areas 2, 3 and 4 have the MEDIUM importance to the Green Belt.
RD/STRAT/210 states 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”. However Sector
8, Areas 2,3 and 4 have not been proposed for allocation although the NPPF para 85 second bullet is
clear that Green Belt should not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open.

1.18 The Inner Green Belt study is internally inconsistent, flawed and unreliable.  It should not be used to
make decisions on importance to the purpose of the Green Belt.

Matter 6 (iii)

Does the Inner Green Belt Review take account of the requirements of paras 84 and 85 of the
Framework, notably the need to take account of sustainable patterns of development; to ensure
consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development; and that the boundary will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan
period.

1.19 We consider that the Review does not take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development.

1.20 RD/STRAT/210 draws on the 2002 Inner Green Belt Study (RD/STRAT/170) and the Appraisal of the
Inner Green Belt boundary undertaken by CCC in May 2012 (RD/STRAT/200).

1.21 I am the person who undertook RD/STRAT/170 and RD/STRAT/190 when I worked for Cambridge
City Council.  That 2002 Boundary Study was undertaken in the context of RPG6, the 2003 Structure
Plan and the policy requirement to “take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development”. Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts para 2.10.

1.22 Paragraph 3.4 of RD/STRAT/210 states that “conclusions from the broad appraisal in May 2012 are
brought forward and underpin this review”.  The 2012 Appraisal of the Inner Green Belt
(RD/STRAT/200) states “the appraisal specifically reconsidered zones of land immediately adjacent
to the City in terms of the principles and function of the Green Belt”. There is no reference to
considering the need to promote sustainable patterns of development as required by NPPF 84.

1.23 RD/STRAT/210 is a Green Belt exercise undertaken without any balance of considering the other
sustainability issues.  The Pro Forma site assessment undertaken at the Issues and Options 2 stage
does not satisfy the requirement of NPPF 84 because the Green Belt weight is wrongly ascribed due
to the flaws in RD/STRAT/210 and sites were rejected on Green Belt issues.
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1.24 RD/STRAT/210 states at paragraph 3.5 “areas with a lesser importance to the Green Belt
surrounding Cambridge are very limited and should be considered bearing in mind the value that is
put on the City in its setting”. The Issues and Options 2: Part 1 paragraph 7.14 finds that “as a
consequence of the releases….the adjacent rural land surrounding these sites does now have
increased value for Green Belt purposes and to the setting of the city”.

1.25 This is a clear indication that the Councils have judged the value of the Green Belt as even more
important but without any balance of the other environmental issues, such as the pressure to tackle
climate change, the excessive use of fossil fuels, the requirement to achieve more sustainable travel
modes and patterns which are increasingly pressing problems, economic and social issues.  These
other sustainability issues have been set to one side.

1.26 RD/STRAT/210 has not been undertaken in accordance with para 84 of the NPPF.  The Study is
flawed, the review has not undertaken positively.

1.27 A robust Green Belt Study in compliance with the NPPF 84 is required to ensure that where land is
considered not to be of long term importance to the Green Belt it should be released (NPPF para 85
second bullet).

1.28 The NPPF 85 requires that local authorities should :

■ “Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development”.

1.29 Both local authorities have outlined their sustainable objectives in achieving the Plan and claim to be
rolling out the most sustainable pattern of growth based on the most sustainable hierarchy of
locations. Both authorities have restricted Green Belt development founded on a document which
has not been positively prepared and which contains a flawed methodology.

■ “Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep open.”

1.30 This relates to the forward planning of Cambridge to ensure that long term development can be
accommodated.  Where land does not perform a significant function to the purpose of the Green Belt
it should not be retained as Green Belt as we have set out.

■ “Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the
development plan period”.

1.31 Unless the R&D sector is frustrated in its desire to co-locate in Cambridge and the sector stagnates,
there should be continued pressure for Cambridge to accommodate R&D employment.

1.32 There are economic, social and environmental issues which demand a rebalance of the current long
commutes for people employed in Cambridge but who cannot live in Cambridge with more homes in
Cambridge so that people can live closer to their places of work and have genuine choice of
sustainable travel options.

1.33 The most sustainable development hierarchy, with development on the edge of Cambridge following
only development within the urban edge, is agreed.  There will be continued pressure for Cambridge
to grow and with a tightly drawn Green Belt the pressure will be on the historic core and its immediate
setting.

■ “Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent”.
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1.34 The proposed allocations (GB1, GB2, GB3, GB4 and GB5) do not have readily recognised physical
features upon which the Green Belt boundary can be fixed.  These areas are likely to come under
pressure for additional release. The Green Belt assessment (RD/STRAT/210) has been undertaken
without appropriate reference to smaller areas of land and the boundaries which define them.  If
carried out correctly, other sites such as Cambridge South could provide the recognisable and likely
to be permanent boundaries.

Matter 6 (iv)

Are the purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt, set out at paragraph 2.50 (Table 2.4) of CCC LP and
paragraph 2.29 of SCDC LP, consistent with paragraph 80 of the Framework.

1.35 We challenge the purposes of the Green Belt specified by the local authorities as the word ‘compact’
appears to have been misused and continues to be open to misinterpretation.  In the Local Plans
Cambridge is perceived to have somehow reached capacity and that only very restricted growth
could happen without the balance being tipped away from a ‘compact’ City.

1.36 ‘Compact’ was used in relation to Cambridge early on. The Dykes Bower review of 1943 stated that
one of the main planning aims should be “the maintenance of the close approach of the country on its
west side”.

1.37 In the Holford Report 1950 it is mentioned in the context of development being compact rather than
sprawling at para 426 “…an attempt should be made…..to retain the advantages of a medium-sized
town and the special advantages of Cambridge, and that future development should be compact
rather than sprawling”. Para 275 continues that amongst the qualities of Cambridge most people
would want to retain was “countryside near the town” and “short distances between home and work”.

1.38 These ideas were taken forward with the publication of ‘The Future Shape of Cambridge’ by the City
Architect and Planning Officer Gordon Logie in 1966 and in 1974 by Professor J Parry-Lewis with
plans of how Cambridge could grow and still retain its connectedness with access to the countryside
shown in Appendices 3 and 4 (refer to our submission September 2013 Appendix 2).

1.39 The Parry-Lewis study was concerned about taking the pressures off the historic centre and
concluded “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 around a new centre, the
best place for this being to the south.

1.40 RD/STRAT/190 does not value compactness as a defining character in its own right.  Rather it states
“compactness and sense of arrival should therefore be considered in conjunction with other
characteristics to make as assessment as to whether the sum total is regarded as Defining
Character.”

1.41 We consider that amongst the essential elements of Cambridge are its ‘connectedness’ so that areas
of Cambridge should be connected and easily accessible, there should be short distances between
home and work, industry including health should be co-located to allow synergy and dialogue, and
that the countryside should be near the town.

1.42 For example, the development of Cambridge South would retain the essence of ‘compactness’
understood as being important for Cambridge.  It would not cause Cambridge to sprawl, it would be
connected and accessible and be close to both countryside and town.
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Matter 6 (v)

Do the Plans adequately reflect para 81 of the Framework which requires local planning authorities to
plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt?

1.43 There are exemplary initiatives such as Cambridge Past Present and Future – Coton Countryside
reserve and the Country Park to the NW of Cambridge.

1.44 Currently the Cambridge Green Belt is mostly in agricultural use and the opportunities to enhance
beneficial use as described in NPPF para 81 is limited.

1.45 However, additional enhancement to the Green Belt has been realised through the release of Green
Belt.  The Clay Farm development has opened up a green wedge and the Trumpington Meadows
Country Park has also been realised by the release of the Green Belt for Trumpington Meadows.

1.46 Further Green Belt releases could be sustainably planned to ensure that opportunities for access,
outdoor sport and recreation, visual amenity and biodiversity are all enhanced.

2 SOUNDNESS CRITERION

What part of the Local Plan is unsound and on which soundness criterion it fails?

2.1 The Local Plans are not prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development NPPF 151, 152.

2.2 The spatial implications of economic, social and environmental change have not been addressed
NPPF 154.

2.3 The Local Plans are not based on adequate relevant evidence about the Green Belt contrary to the
requirements of NPPF 158.

Why it fails

2.4 The Green Belt Review is not robust and the assessment is flawed.  It is not prepared in accordance
with NPPF 84 or 85.

How can the Local Plans be made sound?

2.5 The Green Belt Review should be undertaken with regard to NPPF 84 and 85.

3 CONCLUSION

3.1 The Green Belt review of 2012 is an unreliable guide to the value of the Green Belt.  It has led to
flawed conclusions about how to meet the needs of the City.  Those needs are for sustainable
housing and employment land, in particular the co-location of R&D within/on the edge of the City.

3.2 Allocating land on the edge of Cambridge will provide:

■ the R&D sector in particular with what the land the market needs and will soon run out of, preventing
real damage to what makes Cambridge of regional, national and international importance; and
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■ it would prevent an unsustainable centrifugal development pattern which is at odds with the
environmental, social and economic dimensions of sustainable development. (2936 words not
including headings)
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APPENDIX 1
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NEW ALLOCATIONS/POTENTIAL SUPPLY 2011-2031
Total Housing
Numbers

Historic
completions
plus
allocations
plus existing
permissions

New/Potential
Supply

A

Urban Area

A-B
Edge of
Cambridge

B

New Settlements Villages

CAMBRIDGE CITY
COUNCIL

14,000 10,437*1 3,754*1 3,274 480
(GB1=250)*3
(GB2=230)*3

SOUTH
CAMBRIDGESHIRE
DISTIRCT
COUNCIL

19,000 14,029*2 5,260*2 100
(NIAB=100)

4,300
(Northstowe=0
Waterbeach=1400
Bourne=1700
West
Cambourne=1200)

860

Total 33,000 24,466 9,014 3,274 =
36%

580 = 6% 4,300 = 48% 860 = 10%

*1 Draft submission Plan pages 22 and 25

*2 SCDC Draft Plan page 39 Figure 3

*3 Issues and Options 2 figures

Discounting the sites proposed in the urban area which is the most sustainable development location, the forward strategy expects to deliver:
10% on the edge of Cambridge: 75% in the new settlements: villages 15%

The Structure Plan 2003 Policy 9/1 1999-2016: expects to deliver Cambridge fringe sites 52%: new settlements 48%.
This was carried through to CCC Local Plan 2006 and SCDC Local Development Framework 2007-2010.
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APPENDIX 2



®

Figure 15 : Logies 1966
Cambridge South

Trumpington Road,  Cambridge CB2 9LD        t: 01223 841841 f: 01223 845150 bidwells.co.uk

Scale: O.S. Ref:                                            Drawing No:                                       Date:

O.S. Licence No: ES 100017734   This plan is based on Ordnance Survey data
 with sanction of the controller of HM Stationery Office.

Crown Copyright Reserved.

Note: This plan is published for convenience only and although believed to be correct its
 accuracy is not guaranteed and it shall not be deemed to form part of the contract.

TL 45 A.44,526 24/9/2013Not to Scale
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Appendix 3



®

Figure 16 : Parry Lewis' 1974 Expanded City Stratergy Development
Cambridge South

Trumpington Road,  Cambridge CB2 9LD        t: 01223 841841 f: 01223 845150 bidwells.co.uk

Scale: O.S. Ref:                                            Drawing No:                                       Date:

O.S. Licence No: ES 100017734   This plan is based on Ordnance Survey data
 with sanction of the controller of HM Stationery Office.

Crown Copyright Reserved.

Note: This plan is published for convenience only and although believed to be correct its
 accuracy is not guaranteed and it shall not be deemed to form part of the contract.

TL 45 A.44,527 24/9/2013Not to Scale
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Appendix 4
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