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1 Minutes
To confirm the minutes of the following meetings as a correct record:
17" March 2009

2 Apologies

3 Declarations Of Interest
Members are asked to declare at this stage any interests, which they
may have in any of the following items on the agenda. If any member
is unsure whether or not they should declare an interest on a
particular matter, they are requested to seek advice from the Head of
Legal Services before the meeting.

4 Public Questions (see below)

5 Review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)
(Contact: David Roberts 01223 457104)



Information for the Public

You are welcome to attend this meeting as an observer, although it may be
necessary to ask you to leave the room during the discussion of matters,
which are described as confidential on the agenda.

You can ask questions on an issue included on the agenda. If you wish to
ask a question related to an agenda item, please contact the committee
officer (listed above under ‘contact’) before the meeting starts. If you wish
to ask a question on a matter not included on this agenda, please contact
the committee officer by 10.00am the working day before the meeting.
Further details concerning the right to speak at committee can be obtained
from the committee section.

Emergency Evacuation In the event of a fire or other emergency you will
hear a continuous ringing alarm. You should leave the building by the
nearest exit and proceed to the assembly pointin St Mary's Passage on the
left hand side of Great St Mary's churchyard. Do not attempt to use the lifts.
Do not attempt to re enter the building until given the all clear by a member
of the City Council Staff. City Council staff will provide assistance with
leaving the building.

Filming, Photography and Recording

Filming, photography and recording is not permitted at council meetings.
Any request to do so must be put to the committee manager at least 24
hours before the start time of the relevant meeting.



Development Plan Steering Group — Tuesday 17" March 2009 @ 9:30am

Councillors Present: Reid (Chair), Baker, Blencowe, Holness, and Ward
(Vice Chair)

Also present: David Roberts (Head of Policy & Projects)
Sara Cass (Planning Policy Manager)
Eithne Flanagan (Sustainable Construction
Coordinator)
John Preston (Historic Environment Manager)

1. Minutes

The minutes from the 9" December 2008, 16" December 2008 and 20™
January 2009 were fully approved.

2. Apologies

Apologies were received from Clir Herbert and Clir Blair (Alt).
3. Declaration of Interest

No interests were declared.

4, Public Questions

None.

5. Response to the Government’s ‘Definition of Zero Carbon Homes and
Non Domestic Buildings’ Consultation

Cllr Reid expressed that there were important principles to discuss here.
Eithne Flanagan (EF) introduced the item. EF explained that the consultation
document was focusing on whether part of the zero carbon requirements
could be met by a range of off-site measures. Standards proposed were
where a minimum of 70% was expected to be delivered onsite, before off-site
options could be considered.

Cllr Ward questioned whether there was anything we could do to upgrade
existing properties, as an off-sitte measure. EF stated the consultation
proposed this could be done via S106 funds. However, there was nothing to
ensure the property would have to be within the Cambridge area. Cllr Ward
stated that the government’s aim was to bring us up to scratch, but
mechanisms and resources would need to be in place.



Cllr Reid asked whether there were double counting regulatory issues. The
general view was that the previous EcoHomes rating scheme was regulated
by the BRE. The consultation was proposing that an accredited competent
person, in other words the private sector, could approve these off site
measures. However, there were grave concerns the private sector would not
be able to provide adequate regulation and accountability.

The relationship was not made clear as to the relationship with Renewable
Obligation Certificates (ROCSs).

Cllr Holness queried what happened when the Government received the
consultation document. The Government usually took six months to come
back with a response. Due to proposed transitionary arrangements, the
document suggested that a high proportion of new build dwellings would not
be meeting zero carbon until 2019. ClIr Reid asked whether it would affect
someone wishing to build an extension onto their property. In other words,
would they be required to ensure the extension conformed with zero carbon?
Officers replied that the consultation document would not cover extensions as
it had to be a whole new dwelling. Clir Ward mentioned the rapid renovations
of old houses that were taking place in Cambridge, where for example, an old
house was being turned into six flats. ClIr Reid stated that there were some
councils such as Uttlesford that made it a condition of approval for extensions
that energy efficiency improvements had to be made to the existing property.
EF stated that she would look into this matter and see whether the
consultation document covered extensions and re-modelling as there were so
many developments happening around in Cambridge. John Preston stated
that we should look at part L of the Building Regulations.

ClIr Blencowe highlighted his concerns that if the property being upgraded as
part of the off-site measures was not in the locality, how could its delivery be
ensured? ClIr Reid mentioned the importance of carbon improvements to be
made within the LA area, as we are monitored against our carbon
performance.

EF noted that most of the issues raised by Clir Herbert were already
addressed in the response. However, in relation to question number 10 from
his email she stated that she would address the matter.

ACTION: EF to look into whether the consultation document covered

renovations and alter the response as required in line with ClIr Herbert’s
comments.

6. Historic Environment Strategy: Supplementary Planning Document



John Preston introduced the officer report and stated there were three things
to cover. These were namely the background to the report, the approach to
the report, and the approach to the initial consultation.

With regard to the background of the report, it had taken two years for ODPM
to see whether the conservation document would gain status. However, as it
fell under another Act, it was decided it could not have status.

There were suggestions that there should be a sound strategic basis for
Cambridge’s historic environment. JP stated how there was emphasis on
dealing with the ‘nitty gritty’ but not the overall view. There was a need to get
a hold of priorities.

In reference to paragraph 1.3d) of the Historic Environment Strategy
Supplementary Planning Document, the report was agreed last year with the
agreement that the subsequent work would last until the middle of 2009.
However there was nothing scheduled to take place after that as they were
awaiting for the Heritage Bill to come through. Planning Policy Guidance 15
(PPG) combined that document along with PPG16, which concerned
archaeology. Therefore the work that was being put forward would enable
them to provide feedback on what they were doing.

JP stated that he was keen to take the planning document to area
committees and to other stakeholders, and to work alongside universities
and colleges.

The PFI proposals, for example on street lighting had been very helpful. JP
mentioned how Cambridge was an internationally renowned historic city with
World Heritage status. Discussions with Design and Conservation panel for
climate change and growth had taken place. There was an approach to take
the item forward for drafting. JP stated he had done a quick presentation of
the proposal at south area committee and suggested going down to the
remaining area committees.

ClIr Reid questioned how we could define this work and whether the definition
had changed as time went on? JP stated that the definitions had changed a
great deal. Looking at buildings, such as those made in the 1960s was a
tricky challenge. The key was to take the combination of architectural and
historical values into consideration. When Downing College for example,
had been in the process of restoring part of its building, it resulted in an
argument between the Georgian interest group and the Victorian interest
group over which period the restoration should relate to.

Cllr Holness referred to social housing estates stating that we had to consider
the whole area of Cambridge and not presume it was based on fine



architecture. For example the council houses on Kendal Way clearly
demonstrated the 1930s vision of the working class way of life. Clir Ward
referred to the terrace housing in Romsey stating that 30 years ago, people
would have referred it as the ‘slums’, however it was clearly not the case
today.

JP stated that the consultation gave them the opportunity to look at the whole
historic environment of Cambridge, which in turn highlighted an increasing
concern at national level. There were practices of council homeowners
changing certain features of their property once becoming the freeholder of
the property in order to express ownership.

When looking at the majority of housing, it was clear there had to be a
compromise between addressing climate change, yet at the same time retain
the character of a house. Therefore it was vital to see whether coherent
radical solutions were being looked into. ClIr Reid stated that we had to look
into what we would be achieving today and whether it would provide a firm
solid response. JP stated that he was happy to endorse what he was
suggesting, and would subsequently test the waters in the national response.
The target date would be 2010.

ClIr Blencowe questioned whether historic was the right word to use as JP’s
work involved looking at historical buildings in Cambridge as a whole that
included council houses. Therefore use of the word ‘historic’ did not seem
appropriate as it appeared to be confined to buildings of historic architectural
significance. ClIr Baker stated that as the word ‘historic’ had already been
submitted in the report, it had to be used, however the public had to be
educated as to its meaning. Clir Baker referred to paragraph 3.13 of the
report and stated that he did not understand whether the word ‘landscape’
implied open spaces.

JP stated that in order to consider what was special about a place, one had to
look at the positive aspects and see what people really valued. Clir Reid
noted that the public tended to recognise the value of the streets and the area
before the Local Authority did. JP mentioned when the original Mill Road
conservation area was carried out, it was decided not to include Romsey on
the conservation plan. However, there was now much more emphasis on
local value. ClIr Reid stated that we needed to learn lessons from our
immediate past. We had to be much more rigorous than our predecessors
had been as we tended not to recognise the strength of what was happening
in the public sector.

ACTION: TO FEEDBACK AFTER COMPLETED ATTENDANCE AT AREA
COMMITTEES.



7. Infrastructure Planning and Delivery

Sara Cass introduced the item and stated that it had gained a lot of
momentum over the past few years. The Local Authority was now required to
produce a robust evidence base in order to ensure that Spatial Strategy in the
Core Strategy was sound. There was a need to look at funding sources and
gaps in funding. Therefore it was essential to look at key providers and
service providers.

SC mentioned there was a need to plan contingencies and consult people in
order to move it forward. This in turn would help justify the request to ask for
funds, and would also enable stakeholders to plan for their future
requirements. SC proposed the plan to appoint consultants in order to help
deliver the strategy. There was mention of Huntingdon District Council who
had carried out a similar strategy whereby they invested £120,000.
Cambridge City Council was thereby looking into joining forces with South
Cambridgeshire District Council. SC explained that the intention is for the
cost of the study to be split between the City Council, South Cambridgeshire
District Council and Cambridgeshire Horizons although officers are also
looking into the possibilities of Horizons funding all of the study. The
proposed next steps were hoping not to take no more than 12 months to
complete and to look into existing and future requirements. ClIr Reid asked
whether it covered transport issues. SC stated that it covered all social,
physical and green elements.

Cllir Baker questioned what was the purpose of assigning the consultancy
when we already knew the facts. Why could we not carry out the research in-
house and why it would take 12 months to carry out? SC stated that they had
observed the operations of other Local Authorities and had found for example
where consultancies had been appointed, they were assigned an area to look
into and subsequently broke it down into various categories. SC stated that
for Cambridge, the consultancy would probably look into each ward and
assess what provision would need to be made for the future. SC stated that a
consultancy would need to be appointed in order to pull the information
together and indentify any gaps. SC also explained that the consultancy
option was being proposed because there are limited resources in house to
cover this.

ClIr Blencowe mentioned that we had so many studies, and Horizons had in
fact done a study on this matter. He questioned what there was to be added
that was not already there in existence? SC stated that the consultants would
be able to pull together all the information and the Horizons study did not
cover everything that we need it to. Horizons did not rate all of the
information within the long term delivery plan and it doesn’'t go into great



amounts of detail. Cllr Ward stated that we had to try and work out how this
would all evolve, and whether it intended to replace our S106 policies. He
guestioned whether the County Council could be persuaded to do a ‘what do
we actually need’ analysis? SC agreed and stated that it was a starting point
and the brief for consultants should provide more detail of the work required.
It was something that would continue over time and continue to evolve.
There was a need to do this from the very beginning in order to enable the
spatial strategy to be delivered from the outset.

ClIr Reid questioned whether the consultants work would answer questions or
just tick a few government boxes? Was this enough and should the County
be part of this? She stated that she did not think the Horizons report was
very good on certain items such as dealing with carbon issues. She
expressed her interest in wanting to be very clear in the kind of work one
would like to see in 20 years time and whether it would be able to address
carbon issues. Therefore it raised quite a lot of worries.

Cllr Ward stated that if the government wanted it to be a box ticking exercise,
then that was something we would have to do cheaply and quickly. However
the overview and the timescale did not match up. SC stated that this was the
starting point on what we would need to demonstrate. ClIr Ward stated that
we had to be careful not to repeat work that the County Council or Horizons
had already done. SC stated that the purpose was to collate all the
information by pulling it together and demonstrating that our reports were
sound. Clir Reid agreed and stated that we needed to see everything pulled
together, critiqued and then to see where to go from there.

Cllr Blencowe mentioned whether the budget was going ahead? SC stated
this report was just looking for officers to be authorised to go out to tender
and award a contract for the work. Clir Reid suggested bringing the brief for
tender back to the next Development Plan Steering Group, and possibly to
Joint Strategic Implementation Growth committee (JSIG) and also to Simon
Payne in order to discuss. ClIr Reid stated that the budgets were in place.

SC mentioned the housing shortfall work by South Cambridgeshire District
Council, and stated that they had met last week and agreed that all the sites
in the original consultation were to go forward. This included Powells garage
in Shelford, Orchard Park and the NIAB area. ClIr Reid recommended that a
brief email be sent to all councillors informing them of the areas which now
fell under South Cambridgeshire District Council, and to include a link to the
website in the email.

ACTION : SC TO GUIDE PEOPLE AND COUNCILLORS ON THIS AND
PROVIDE THEM WITH NEXT STEPS.



f“k\ Cambridge City Council Item 5
A g

To: Executive Councillor for Climate Change &
Growth: ClIr Sian Reid
Report by: Director of Environment & Planning

Development Plan Steering Group 21/04/2009

Review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)
Not a Key Decision

1. Executive summary

1.1 The Cambridgeshire Development Study is approaching completion.
Some of its emerging draft findings were presented to the 7" April
meeting of the Joint Cambridgeshire Regional Spatial Strategy
Review Panel (CReSSP). The County Cabinet are to agree its
formal policy advice to EERA on the 5" May. This report sets out the
key findings of the study as far as is possible and proposes a number
of comments on it, to inform their Cabinet deliberations. It may be
necessary to supplement these comments once we have received
the final Cambridgeshire Development Study. It is proposed that any
amended comments be agreed with the Executive Councillor for
Climate Change and Growth in consultation with spokes and DPSG
members.

2. Recommendations

2.1 This report is being submitted to the Development Plan Steering
Group for prior consideration and comment before decision by the
Executive Councillor Climate Change and Growth.

2.2 The Executive Councillor is recommended to note the contents of this
report and to agree:

a). That the City Council submit comments to the
Cambridgeshire County Council as set out in paragraphs 3.29
sections 1 to 12 of this report;
b). That if these comments need to be amended following
receipt of the final Cambridgeshire Development Study that
these be agreed by the Executive Councillor in consultation
with Environment Scrutiny Committee spokes and DPSG
members.
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3. Considerations

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.6

3.7

Previous reports on the RSS review have been considered by
Development Plan Steering Group on the 21% October 2008 and by
Environment Scrutiny Committee on the 3™ March 20009.

The East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) is committed to
carrying out an early review of the Plan extending the plan period up
to 2031 and beyond. It plans to complete this review by the end of
2010.

The Cambridgeshire Development Study which will inform the County
advice to EERA is drawing to a close. It was intended to be complete
in late March but is taking longer than anticipated and is not
anticipated to be available until the 21 April. Key findings have been
reported to CReSSP on the 7" April and to the stakeholder workshop
held in Wisbech on the 27" March. Copies of reports and workshop
proceedings can be found via these links:

CReSSP webpages:
http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/environment/planning/regional/ca
mbsprocess/CReSSP.htm

CReSSP committee report agendas:
http://www?2.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/db/council2.nsf/selector?OpenFo
rm&Seq=2#_RefreshKW_choosemeeting

This report is based upon the information available at this time.
When the full study is available including the carbon modelling of the
spatial options the proposed comments are likely to need amending
and adding to. These will be agreed with the Executive Councillor in
consultation with Environment Scrutiny Committee spokes and
DPSG members.

7" April CReSSP Report “Draft advice to EERA from Cambridgeshire
Authorities”

Key elements from this report are set out below with a commentary
where needed. A copy of the presentation from the consultancy
team to the 7™ April CReSSP meeting on the Cambridgeshire
Development Study is attached as Appendix 1.

EERA'’s Call for Development Proposals.
EERA have asked for assessment and advice on the developer

proposals submitted in the autumn of 2008. 12 of these were in
Cambridgeshire.
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3.8 This assessment is based on:
1) an initial review of evidence put together by the joint study group
ii) the testing of new settlement options in the Cambridgeshire
Development Study.

3.9 The initial review by the study group indicates that:

a) All of the proposals have been brought forward in some form
before and have been the subject of previous assessments — the
call for proposals has revealed nothing new.

b) On the basis of the evidence assessed, the proposals may be
grouped by level of acceptability:

. With potential subject to resolution of some issues
« North Ely CP36
« Wintringham Park (St Neots East) CP80
i Worthy of further consideration
« Alconbury Airfield CP71
« Waterbeach (Denny St Francis) CP88
ii.  Conflicting views in the evidence base
« Cambourne East (Bourne Airfield) CP27
. Cambourne West (Swansley Farm) CP76
« Cambourne North CP51
iv.  Most serious planning challenges
« South east Cambridge CP8
« West of Shelford Road, Cambridge CP64
« Mereham CP111
« Northstowe Extension CP17
. Hanley Grange, Hinxton CP23

(Note that at CReSSP concerns were expressed about Alconbury,
Waterbeach and Cambourne being in the right band and on the need
to amend the wording of b). seeming to indicate that all the locations
were to some degree acceptable when this is not the case. The
findings concerning CP8 land south east of Cambridge can be
supported as can CP64 concerning land west of Shelford Road).

c) Across all the proposals the evidence base identifies a range of
common issues that give cause for concern, including: flood
risk; transport implications; relationship to existing settlements;
self containment, especially in employment; and
landscape/Green Belt impacts.
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3.10 Officer opinion amongst the local planning authorities indicates that
there is little enthusiasm for new settlements. There is some
acceptance of urban expansion, particularly in the market towns,
although with a number of significant caveats, especially relating to
infrastructure.

- East Cambridgeshire consider that a substantial increase in
the size of Ely could help in delivering more infrastructure,
community facilities and jobs. East Cambridgeshire's total
opposition to the Mereham proposal is well known.

- Cambridge City are concerned about further expansion of

the City beyond that already planned because of the impact on

the amenity of the City, limited capacity in the congested
centre and effects on the Green Belt.

- Huntingdonshire would support the principle of a new eco-
guarter at St Neots but there are a range of difficult issues at
other locations in the District.

- - South Cambridgeshire do not support higher levels of
growth or further new settlements or expansions of new
settlements, but they do support the current strategy for
urban expansion of Cambridge and the development of
Northstowe.

Call for Development Proposals - Conclusions

3.11 The assessment so far suggests that there is a much stronger case
for future investment in existing towns, rather than committing
resources to the creation further new settlements. Growing urban
populations, within reason, may help some places reach a critical
mass allowing them to support better infrastructure, services and job
prospects. On this basis Ely North (2,700 + dwellings) and St Neot's
East (4,000 dwellings) appear to have the greatest potential within
known environmental limits. There may be other towns, not included
in the developer proposals, for example in Fenland, which also have
potential.

3.12 ltis possible, at some point, that housing growth outside the capacity
of expanding existing towns may need to be considered. Of the new
settlements resulting from the call for proposals, those at
Waterbeach (up to 12,750 dwellings) and Alconbury (5,000-6,000
dwellings) may be worthy of further consideration. It is important
though that such developments should support the high level of
infrastructure improvements required and that they should not
undermine the delivery of existing or planned growth projects in
nearby areas. They are therefore likely to be suitable only as options
for the longer term.

Report Page No: 4



3.13

3.14

3.15

The developer proposals with the greatest impacts are those
suggested for large-scale extension into the Cambridge Green Belt
(South East Cambridge and West of Shelford Road) and for new
settlements at Hanley Grange, Mereham and the extension of
Northstowe. In relation to Cambridge it should be noted that none of
the peripheral urban extensions provided for in the current RSS have
yet been started on the ground and the same holds true for
Northstowe. An application at Mereham has been comprehensively
rejected at a recent planning appeal. The Mereham location was
also strongly discounted during the preparation of the 2003
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan.

Regional Scale Settlement Study (ARUP)

EERA have requested a response on the findings of the ARUP study
as they affect Cambridgeshire. The study includes suggestions for a
major development of 20,000 homes at Alconbury Airfield near
Huntingdon and indicates the Cambridge area as the focus for
continued regional scale growth in the long term.

A review of this study has been carried out. Key findings of this
review can be summarised as follows:

General

a) The Study is not convincing in demonstrating that regional size
settlements or expanded key centres are the answer to problems of
sustainable growth.

b) The major growth strategy proposed by Arup could undermine the
delivery of the existing strategy, especially around Cambridge.

c) The study is, however, fair in drawing attention to the difficulty of
promoting a spatial strategy based on diverting growth pressures
from the south of the County to the north and the market towns.

d) There is no compelling justification given for the need to compete
with or complement centres elsewhere in the Region such as Milton
Keynes, Luton, Thurrock or Southend or to show why growth is the
best way to achieve this.

Cambridge

e) The study report is contradictory and lacks internal consistency
about the suitability of the Cambridge area for further expansion.
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3.16

f) The definition of the extent of the Cambridge area, which is set a
target of 300,000 to 400,000 population is unclear especially as the
Cambridge Sub-Region, including surrounding market towns, already
had a population of 409,000 in 1999.

g) While the study identifies the congestion pressures affecting
Cambridge and the radial routes to it, it does not consider sufficiently
the limited physical capacity of the City centre to accommodate
additional public transport movements and pressure on services, e.g.
shopping and leisure.

Alconbury

h) There is limited technical evidence to support the choice of
locations for major new settlements, no overall comparison of the
benefits of the locations and no clarity about what options were
considered and how the conclusions were reached.

1) The proposal for a regional scale settlement at Alconbury is both
interesting and challenging.

]) The Ouse Valley offers considerable potential for development —
excellent communications, a good environment and a solid core of
economic activity, but this does not mean Alconbury is the right place
for a major new settlement, let alone one of this size.

k) Key issues which would need to be addressed include
- impact on regeneration of the Huntingdonshire market towns
- meeting local needs
- attracting economic activity and jobs
- strategic and local transport suitability
- relevance of existing infrastructure and USAF housing on site
- fit with rural character of the area.

The survey of local planning authority officer views in
Cambridgeshire indicates broad agreement with this analysis.
Therefore EERA can be informed that it is the view of
Cambridgeshire Authorities that there are significant flaws in the
Arup study. It does not adequately justify the case for large free-
standing new settlements such as Alconbury or consider alternative
locations on a comparable basis. Nor does it explain with any clarity
its conclusions about the scope for Cambridge centred expansion.
While there are aspects which merit further investigation, the Study
itself does not provide an adequate foundation for strategic options in
Cambridgeshire.
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Testing the housing and jobs scenarios

3.17 EERA is asking for the range of housing and jobs scenarios provided
to be tested by the Strategic Authorities.

3.18 Cambridgeshire County Council commissioned SQW Consulting to
assess the validity and appropriateness of the scenarios as a basis
for developing strategic options for the County. The results of this
assessment were reported to CReSSP on 9th January 2009.

3.19 Key points from the SQW findings can be summarised as follows:

Report Page No: 7

Modelling appears to be overstating current population
and employment growth leading to overstatement in
future years;

The building rates in the highest scenarios would be
extremely challenging. The highest scenario requires
37% higher housing growth than the current RSS rate.

Modelled job growth outstrips the increase in employed
residents by at least 30,000 in each scenario resulting in
significant net in-commuting, especially for Cambridge
City.

A significant level of net immigration to Cambridgeshire
from outside the Region is modelled in all scenarios from
5,000 to 8,200 per annum.

The employment forecasts do not seem realistic,
especially in the context of the current recession.

SQW Consulting recommend that there should be a
revised set of scenario runs for Cambridgeshire and the
Region.

It is likely in the view of SQW Consulting that house-
building rates will be at a significantly reduced rate for at
least two years.

Even if building returns to 2007/8 rates, the achievement
of any scenarios with household rates significantly higher
than targets in the current RSS must be very uncertain.

Further work is recommended on the viability of
developments affecting contributions to infrastructure and



3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

affordable housing. (ES 18)

The initial response to EERA from Cambridgeshire therefore
indicated that:

"The Council and its partner authorities have serious concerns that
the high levels of jobs and housing growth we have been asked to
test are unrealistic, even before taking into account the current
adverse economic climate. The recession appears likely to add a
further delay of at least two years in meeting any suggested targets.
Moreover, the scale and concentration of job growth projected for the
Cambridge area does not seem sustainable and could lead to very
high levels of in-commuting.”" (Progress Report - 6th January 2009)

Further work by SQW Consulting and Cambridge Econometrics (CE)
since January has confirmed that the higher growth scenarios are not
realistic and are therefore unsuitable for testing. Moreover the
employment projections they have produced, taking account of the
current recession, cast doubt on the achievability of rates of jobs
growth included in the current RSS as follows:

- RSS job growth in Cambridgeshire 2001 to 2021 = 75,000 (3,750

pa)

- CE trend based job growth in Cambs 2007 to 2031 = 47,300
(1,990 pa)

- CE policy based job growth in Cambs 2007 to 2031 = 38,600
(1,608 pa)

It can be noted that the preponderance of this job growth is projected
to be in Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire with relatively little job
growth in the remaining Districts of Fenland, East Cambridgeshire
and Huntingdonshire.

The housing scenarios provided by EERA would require substantial
additional numbers of housing growth by 2031, beyond what has
already been committed in existing planning permissions and in
existing/emerging Local Development Documents. The current
commitments provide for 75,400 homes. The additions required to
meet the four scenarios highlighted by EERA for testing have been
calculated by Pegasus Planning as follows (overall annual rate in
brackets):

1. RSS rate 75,000 + 23,000 homes (3,916 p.a.)
3. NHPAU lower 75,000 + 31,900 homes (4,291 p.a.)
4. NHPAU upper 75,000 + 54,000 homes (5,174 p.a.)
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3.24

3.25

3.26

5. GVA based 75,000 + 44,100 homes (4,783 p.a.)

In view of the lack of realism now apparent in any of the upper
scenarios, WSP consulting have advised that they will be testing
development strategies at the following much lower levels:

Base case at 75,000 commitments only ( 3,000 p.a.)
Low case at 75,000 + 15,000 homes (3,600 p.a.)
High case at 75,000 + 35,000 homes (4,400 p.a.)

District distribution of housing and jobs figures and sub-regional
policy

EERA have requested advice on the District distribution of housing
and job figures up to 2031, with determination of whether this
provision is district wide or tied to the Key Centres of Development
and Change (KCDCs) as defined in the RSS. (In Cambridgeshire,
Cambridge is the only designated KCDC.) The advice is to include a
consideration of spatial patterns and forms of development. EERA
has also requested that advice should be provided on possible
changes in sub-regional policy or boundaries or any new growth
designation.

Housing and jobs - spatial patterns

It will not be possible to indicate a preferred distribution of housing
and jobs until after the completion of option testing in the
Cambridgeshire Development Study. This testing may not identify a
single preferred option but it will be possible to indicate to EERA the
distribution of homes and jobs in each option and the degree to
which they are associated with the growth of Cambridge or other
centres in the County. The initial options have been selected with
very clear themes to demonstrate the consequences of different
approaches and to allow outcomes to be distinguishable. The outline
of the options selected for testing are as follows (housing totals only):

1. Base case of commitments only growth (+ 75,000 homes)
- assumes the current strategy will not be completed until 2031
2. Low market towns growth (+ 90,000 homes)
- includes a further 15,000 homes, in addition to current commitments, to

be located in the market towns

3. High market towns growth (+ 110,000 homes)
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3.27

3.28

3.29

- includes a further 35,000 homes in addition to current commitments, to
be located in the market towns and other corridor locations

4. Low Cambridge growth (+ 90,000 homes)

- includes a further 15,000 homes, in addition to current commitments, to
be located in the Green Belt close to Cambridge

5, High Cambridge growth (+ 110,000)

- includes a further 35,000 homes in addition to current commitments, to
be located in the Green Belt close to Cambridge or as an
extension to Northstowe

6. Low New Settlements growth (+ 90,000)

- assumes a further 15,000 homes, in addition to current commitments, to
be located in new settlements at Waterbeach and Alconbury

7. High New Settlements growth (+ 110,000)

- includes a further 35,000 homes, in addition to current commitments, to
be located in new settlements at Waterbeach, Alconbury, Hanley
Grange and an extension to Cambourne.

It is possible that no particular option may emerge as preferred at
this stage. The purpose of testing is to assess the impacts of
different forms of development. This will help the authorities to form
advice to EERA and to consider if other development strategies
should be tested, perhaps combining elements from those above.

The County Council have circulated the conclusions on the study
which in their view arise from the deliberations of CReSSP on the 7"
April, these are attached as Appendix 2.

Proposed City Council Response

In the absence of the full study including the carbon modeling of the
different growth scenarios and spatial options, a full response cannot
be made. Comments can however be made on emerging findings
and on key matters affecting Cambridge subject to a need to review
these in the light of that evidence when it does become available.
Proposed comments are set out below:

1. Agree that the scenarios provided for testing by EERA are not
realistic.

2. Agree that the most appropriate and realistic rate of growth,
related to foreseeable prospects for the economy and for
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delivery, is considered to be 75,000 new homes. This provision
Is already committed in the current strategy and would provide
for a rate of 3,000 per annum up to 2031.

3. Agree that there should be some flexibility for higher rates of
growth and some additional allocations but overall allocations
should be no higher than 90,000 homes at the maximum (3,600
per annum). Allocations above the 75,000 new homes main
target could be by way of safeguarded land allocated for
development, but which would only be brought forward if
needed to achieve the 75,000 target. This would take into
account the fact that some key sites are hard to deliver such as
Northstowe and Cambridge East which are already included in
the 75,000 new home target in current plans.

4. Agree that the successful delivery of the current strategy (as
set out in the 2003 Structure Plan and in the 2008 East of
England Plan), is a top priority. This should be accompanied
by a Transport Strategy to enable the delivery of the current
development strategy, which is in effect being extended out to
2031. Itincludes Cambridge urban extensions, Northstowe and
Market Town expansion. Development needs to be undertaken
to a high standard and with adequate provision of jobs,
affordable housing, key infrastructure and opportunities for
sustainable travel.

5. Agree that it is important to make the best use of existing
infrastructure in planning future growth especially given
limitations on likely future investment.

6. Support the improvement of conditions in Cambridgeshire's
market towns, with a need for investment in appropriate
infrastructure, regeneration of the urban fabric and increasing
the prospects for new jobs. With such improvements some
towns will have capacity for further sustainable housing growth,
which in itself will help to underpin local retailing, services and
related employment.

7. Agree that there is a need to address the economic prospects
of Cambridgeshire in areas away from Cambridge. (i.e.
Fenland and the northern parts of Huntingdonshire and East
Cambridgeshire.)

8. Agree that Cambridge and its environs will remain the main
focus for economic growth, including research and knowledge
based industry. Most of the growth to 2021 will be in this area
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and Cambridge itself has scope to grow to 2031 and beyond
without any further Green Belt release. The area is an
important engine of growth for the region and for the UK.
Appropriate provision must therefore be made for new homes
and supporting infrastructure to enable a sustainable link
between employment and the workforce, whilst at the same
time recognising the very important role of the Cambridge
Green Belt in retaining the essential character of the City.
Recognition must also be given to the finite capacity of a
historic city and city centre to accommodate the movement
implications arising from growth by all modes of transport but
particularly by buses, cars and to a lesser degree cycles.

9. Arising from the considerations above, the favoured approach
to spatial strategy in Cambridgeshire is based on delivering the
current strategy, augmented where justifiable and deliverable
with further balanced expansion as follows:

- market towns - regeneration in selected locations;
- transport links - making best use of existing
infrastructure;
- Cambridge- strategic review of the Green Belt.

The proposed strategic review of the Cambridge Green Belt is
not supported. Such a review is not needed to support the
75,000 dwelling option as the land for this is already allocated.
It also appears that there may be scope to reach the 90,000
dwelling option without such a review. In which case why
undertake one and how could exceptional circumstances be
shown?

The Development Study has not shown that there are solutions
to the critical shortage of space for public transport and cycling
movements in the City Centre and elsewhere in the City
identified by the TIF work which itself only seeks to address the
current growth strategy. Further peripheral development at
Cambridge would make these issues worse with no solution
identified in the study beyond saying that a solution would be
needed. This is not acceptable and risks a repeat of the 2003
Structure Plan approach where growth allocations were not
accompanied by a transport strategy.

PPG2 on Green Belts makes it clear that exceptional
circumstances are needed to justify the release of the land from
the Green Belt. Account has to be given to the capacity of the
land on the inner side of the Green Belt boundary (in the urban
area of the city) and outside the Green Belt boundary to
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accommodate growth. The study is showing that there are
such opportunities outside the boundary. With Cambridge East
there is scope for growth within the inner boundary to 2031 and
beyond which addresses the study findings that the south of the
County is where there is a need for more homes to accompany
the expected economic growth of the area.

Furthermore, all the land in the City that may be looked at in
such a review has been examined closely over recent years
and found worthy of protection. Land west of Trumpington
Road was the subject of a study by LDA in 2003/2004 as
required by the Structure Plan and rejected for release due to
its importance to Green Belt purposes. It also attracted very
considerable public opposition.

The release of land in the southeast quadrant of the City was
rejected by the Cambridge Local Plan Inspector in 2005.
Papers to CReSSP confirm its importance to Green Belt
purposes and placed it in the bottom rung of acceptability.

Land at Barton Road was rejected at the Structure Plan and the
City Local Plan examinations. A 2008 High Court decision
confirmed the legality of the Local Plan approach in this
location.

Outside the City boundary, it would be hard to see how growth
beyond the M11 or Al4 could be justified on Green Belt
purposes. Development to the eastern side cannot realistically
be contemplated until Cambridge East is completed. If
Cambridge East is delayed or the land safeguarded for future
development then so would any scope for development further
to the east also be so affected. Development to the south
would thicken the ribbon development running down to Great
Shelford and Stapleford leading to urban sprawl and would be
completely dependent upon the A1301.

10. Support the general position that there are considerable doubts
about the viability of any further new settlements because:
- it will be very costly to provide suitable infrastructure
- they are unlikely to be sustainable for jobs, services or
transport
- they will divert from the delivery of the current strategy up to
2031
- the estimated scale of housing growth does not justify new
settlements at this stage.
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With regard to Waterbeach, the City Council notes that is a
candidate destination for the relocation of Cambridge Airport
which is the key to delivery of the Cambridge East development
(12,000 homes), so there should be no moves to establish
housing there until the airport relocation issue is settled.

11. Agree that the Arup study of Regional Scale Settlement options
IS not an adequate basis for drawing up spatial strategy for
Cambridgeshire or for the Region as a whole. Its comments
about Cambridge as a key centre for development and change
are not supported for the reasons set out in the report to
CReSSP on the 7™ April 2009.

12. Agree that other key issues of vital importance in the
development of future strategy include:

- recognising external links between areas, such as
Peterborough, King's Lynn and towns to South of Cambridge and
further links to London

- ensuring that the latest findings on climate change and flood
risk are fully taken into account.

4. Implications

4.1 There are no significant staffing, equal opportunity, procurement,
environmental or community safety implications other than those
identified in the report.

5. Background papers
These background papers were used in the preparation of this report:

Call for Development Proposals Oct 2008 EERA
Reports to CReSSP

6. Appendices

1 — Copy of presentation to CReSSP 7™ April 2009 on the Cambridgeshire
Development Study.

2 - Emerging view of the Cambridgeshire authorities as discussed at
CReSSP on 7th April 2009

7. Inspection of papers

To inspect the background papers or if you have a query on the report
please contact:
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Author’'s Name: David Roberts
Author’'s Phone Number: 01223 - 457104
Author’s Email: david.roberts@cambridge.gov.uk
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The Cambridgeshire
Development Study

CRESSP 7™ April 2009
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Cambridgeshire Development Study
Purpose
* Purpose of the study:
—to develop spatial options for growth in
Cambridgeshire to 2031 and beyond?
* Focus of the study is the period from
2021:
—every option to include current strategy (as
set out in East of England Plan 2008, based
on the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough

Structure Plan 2003)




EEP Review

The region needs a revised planning
framework looking twenty years ahead
fo plan for long-term needs such as
new housing and transport
infrastructure and to respond to issues
such as climate change. Extending the
regional plan to 2031 will also help
councils in developing their local plans
beyond 2021.

Objectives of EEP Review
The review will consider:

» jobs and homes targets for 2011-2031
including affordable homes;

» broad locations for new development;

* regional infrastructure needs e.g.
transport; and

» targets to reduce the use of natural
resources (energy, water) and
greenhouse gas emissions.




EERA Growth Scenarios

EERA has requested these growth scenarios are

tested:
Table shows annual housing additions for EERA Growth Scenarios
EERA Growth Scenario Net Housing
Additions per
annum 2006-
2031
East of England Policy (taking into account 3,916
2006-2021 residual)
NHPAU Lower 4,291
NHPAU Upper 5,174
GVA Growth 4,783
Progress
Local Authority Completions 2001- Housing
2006 Trajectory
2006-2026
Cambridge City 2,329 17,172
East Cambs 3,191 7,272
Fenland 3,348 11,176
Huntingdonshire 2,933 12,302
South Cambs 3,579 27,493
Cambridgeshire 15,380 75,415

Progress in Implementing Policy H1 of the EEP




Findings: Economy

» Projections suggest by 2031 across Cambs:
— +47,300 jobs on baseline/trend projections
— +38,600 jobs on policy-based projections

* Most employment growth projected in Cambridge &
South Cambs, and very little in Fenland and Hunts,
particularly under the policy-based scenario

* Overall employment growth rate projected to be
slower than previously

Findings: Economy

Comparison of job growth in Cambridgeshire

Projection Annual Growth

RSS job growth? |3,750 per annum

CE Trend based? |1,990 per annum

CE Policy based? |1,608 per annum

TAnnual target figure, 2001-2021
22007-2031 Source: Cambridge Econometrics, 2009




Findings: Economy

Comparison of RSS Policy Led Forecast and Trend projection
employment growth 2007-2031Cambridgeshire Districts (‘000)
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Findings: Economy

+ Spatial distribution of projected jobs growth is
distinctive:
— 69% is in Cambridge or South Cambs
— 14% is in Huntingdonshire
— 14% is in East Cambs
— 3% is in Fenland

* Implication is that the “centre of gravity” in terms of
economic activity is concentrated in the south of the
county

» Driven by sectoral effects — agriculture and
manufacturing projected to decline and projected
growth in financial and business services, other
services and distribution, hotels and catering




Findings: Land Supply

 Existing housing land supply will last
between 14/15 and 19/20 years depending
on level of growth and annual growth rates

» 60% of completions will occur in Cambridge
and South Cambridgeshire

+ Significant committed employment land
already available in the districts

Findings: Land supply

Supply | EERA Growth | Difference between Duration of
at Scenario supply and scenario (c) | Supply
2006(a) | 2006-31 (b) = (b) — (a) Total (years) (d)
Difference | Annual =(a)/(b)
75,415 1=97,900 22,485 899 19.26
(3,916)
3=107,275 31,860 1,274 17.58
(4,291)
4 =129,350 53,935 2,157 14.58
(5,174)
5=119,575 44,160 1,766 15.77
(4,783)




Findings: Infrastructure

« Significant congestion is likely to occur without major
investment in sustainable transport and demand
management, particularly in and around Cambridge,
under any growth strategy.

* Interms of water quality, waste water treatment and
flood risk, there are no insurmountable constraints to
the current growth strategy.

+ Significant congestion on rail and road routes in
south of County

» Climate change impacts present significant
challenges for transport strategy, transport already
33% of carbon emissions.

More Realistic Growth Scenarios?

In terms of the growth scenarios to
2031 for testing by the study:

+ Base Case = 75,415 (essentially committed
supply);

* Main Case = 90,415 (committed supply of 75,415
plus 15,000) and following continuation of EERA
Growth Scenario 1 of 97,900 less an allowance for
the current downturn over next 2-3 years; and

* High Case = 110,415 (committed supply of 75,415
plus 35,000) and similar to EERA Growth Scenario
3 NHPAU Lower.




Spatial Themes

— North of the County — primarily focusing on the
Market Towns to provide towns where people can
live, work and spend time;

— Urban Extension in the south around Cambridge
and including Northstowe due to its connections and
proximity to Cambridge;

— New settlements — considering those that may be
possible and have a closer relationship to
Cambridge as well as those considered more
distinct;

— Corridor approach; or

— Combination of the above?

Options for Testing

— Market Town and Key Centres Strategy

— Cambridge Expansion and Green Belt
Strategy

— New Settlement Strategy (further detail to
follow)

Other testing may need to follow but this
provides distinct comparison in first

instance
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Implications for Spatial Options

» All potential options pose significant challenges
» Growth rates significantly above RSS not realistic

 Significant growth in Cambridge and its environs
would impact on the integrity of the Green Belt and
no agreed transport solution (need step change in
travel behaviour)

* Market towns would need major economic and
transport/policy interventions

* New settlements and corridor growth may not attract
jobs and/or be sustainable

Prospects for future infrastructure limited




Evaluation

Objectives

EERA Sustainable Development

Cambridgeshire Objectives

Criteria based around objectives
Land-use model testing

Carbon Modelling (to follow)

Key advantages and disadvantages

(sustainability, deliverability, feasibility)

Findings

Option

(HQPT) = High Quality Public Transport

Market Towns

*Regeneration and stimulus to growth

*Flood Risk

and Key *Access to countryside «Loss of Agricultural land
Centres Existing community facilities «Increased trips to larger centres
Limited HQPT and/or capacity in *Out-commuting
some cases «Lack of infrastructure
*Can they be self-contained and will
they attract jobs
Cambridge and | *Proximity of homes to employment «Connection to regional centre

surrounding
area

growth

*Take advantage of CGB
+Ability to cycle and walk
*Physical Capacity
*Need transport solution
*Service Pressure

and facilities
sLandscape/Green Belt impact
Available water resources
*Maintaining quality
Affordability of housing

New
Settlements

*Access to existing HQPT (CGB and
rail)

«Can they attract jobs

+Could give rise to out-commuting
sLandscape impacts

Wastewater, sewer capacity and
water quality issues

*Some opportunity for HQPT
otherwise large costs




Emerging Water Cycle Strategy Findings

* |ssues for Flood Risk, water resources and
treatment and ecology in Market Towns

» Expansion of Northstowe beyond current
strategy presents difficulties for Wastewater
treatment and water quality

» Cambridge Expansion challenging for water
resources

» New settlements give rise to need for
significant infrastructure for wastewater
treatment and water quality and capacity — is
this sustainable?

» Subject to further work on Strategic FRA’s

Key Evaluation Findings for
Spatial Options

» Following slides provide detail on the
findings from the land-use model

» Focus on sustainability using travel
behaviour of each of the options and
relationship to dwellings and employment

» Key aspect is balance of homes to
employment both in terms of location
and amount and the affect on commuting




Balance of homes to jobs

Dwelling and Employment Trajectories (Index 2006 = 1.0)
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Demand for Employment

2031 Empl
2031 Demand
2001 Empl. Forecast BASELINE Shortfall

Camb City 75 90 115 -24
East Cambs 24 25 33 -8

Hunts 67 66 84 -18
South Cambs 63 80 90 -10
Fenland 32 31 42 -11
Total 261 293 364 -71
Wisbech 12 11 15 -3.8
March 8 7 10 -2.9
Ely 8 8 10 -2.3
St Neots 10 10 13 -2.3
Huntingdon 17 17 21 -4.1
St Ilves 7 7 8 -1.7

Balance of Homes to Jobs

For each option

» Baseline 2031
» Market Towns High to 2031
« Cambridge High to 2031
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Commuting — Mode Share

Baseline to 2031 (Current Supply)

» Shows mode share with current
infrastructure (type and capacity) in place

+ Key message — need significant
investment in attractive public transport to
alter travel behaviour
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Commuting — Market Towns

Summary

» Modelling shows some improvement in non-
car mode shares

» Some suggestion of reduced travel
distances (reduced veh km) from increased
self-containment due to growth (availability
of workspace)

« Still increase in overall number of trips albeit
shorter distances

« Differing performance across Market Towns

Infrastructure Issues - Market
Towns

» Lack of capacity on existing road and rail routes
— A47, A10 and Ely to Cambridge Rail

« Ability to deliver sustainable travel between
urban areas — for those out-commuting from
Market towns

« Still need significant expansion of infrastructure
but existing facilities/base




Commuting — Cambridge Summary

 Largest reduction in vehicle km but
still significant amount of trips

» Potential for sustainable mode share
due to proximity of homes to
employment — subject to capacity and
provision of infrastructure

Infrastructure Issues - Cambridge

» Can future major infrastructure be provided
given availability of funding (already CGB, A14
and Chesterton Interchange)

» Lack of capacity in Cambridge — physical and
services

« Ability to deliver sustainable travel between
urban areas — out-commuting from Market towns

* Need a transport solution for Cambridge and
surrounding area — TIF and beyond




Commuting — New Settlement
Strategy

« Significant out-commuting (even if 50-
60% car mode share achieved)

» This is even if they attract jobs

* PT mode share depends upon availability
of attractive PT

« Qverall increase in vehicle km

Infrastructure Issues — New
Settlements

Can future major infrastructure be provided given
availability of funding (already CGB, A14 and Chesterton
Interchange)

All would need similar PT provision to Northstowe (i.e.
CGB) — significant investment and feasibility?

Waterbeach close to existing rail but capacity issues for
A10 and rail

Hanley Grange more remote and less well located for PT
Alconbury on ECML but likely to be out-commuting
Cambourne expansion not likely to be sustainable

All new settlements likely to result in out-commuting and
dependent upon attractiveness for employment —
reduces sustainability




Indications for Climate Change

» Main impacts from transport and commuting
patterns

« All options and growth levels increase
number of trips

* However, length of travel to work journeys
could decrease with growth in some Market
Towns and Cambridge, but more
challenging for additional new settlements

» Potential to maximise non-car modes with
focus on public transport corridors (subject
to funding) to reduce car based emissions

Challenges

« Delivery of the current strategy (i.e. need significant
investment)

 Difficulty of spatial strategy based on diverting growth from
south to north and the market towns

+ Diluted distribution = extra commuting?

+ Self containment for jobs in Market towns and new
settlements

» Growth focus is towards Cambridge and surrounding areas,
but limited current physical capacity and pressure on services

+ Impact on landscape/Green Belt

» Delivery of infrastructure (availability of funding), such for as
high quality public transport

+ Maintaining quality of development with significant growth




Possible approach?

« Combined strategy — balanced
approach

» Regeneration in Market Towns

* Need to focus on existing
infrastructure, such as CGB to
Northstowe

» Cambridge with strategic review of
green belt

* Need for a new settlement?




Appendix 2

Emerging view of the Cambridgeshire authorities as discussed at
CReSSP on 7th April 2009 (draft)

a) The authorities take as a starting point for the consideration of
spatial strategy a shared vision for the future of the County. This
IS supported by specific objectives against which alternative
strategies can be tested. The spatial planning vision and the
objectives, as currently drafted, are set out fully elsewhere in this

submission. High aspirations are set for Cambridgeshire in 2031
in relation to:

- its people

- the economy

- transport and accessibility
- sustainability

- the environment

- climate change.

b) The scenarios provided for testing by EERA are not realistic for
Cambridgeshire. They imply housing growth between 2006 and
2031 of at least 98,000 homes, based on a continuation of the
RSS rate (3,900 pa). At the higher level they suggest 129,000
homes (5,200 per annum).

c) The most appropriate and realistic rate of growth, related to
foreseeable prospects for the economy and for delivery, is
considered to be 75,000 new homes. This provision is already
committed in the current strategy and would provide for a rate of
3,000 per annum up to 2031.

d) It is recognised that there should be some flexibility for higher
rates of growth and some additional allocations but overall
provision should be no higher than 90,000 homes at the maximum
(3,600 per annum).

e) The successful delivery of the current strategy (as set out in the
2003 Structure Plan and in the 2008 East of England Plan), is
considered a top priority. It includes Cambridge urban extensions,
Northstowe and Market Town expansion. Development needs to
be undertaken to a high standard and with adequate provision of
jobs, affordable housing, key infrastructure and opportunities for
sustainable travel.

f) -In addition, it is important to make the best use of existing
infrastructure in planning future growth especially given limitations

Report Page No: 17



on likely future investment.

g) The improvement of conditions in Cambridgeshire's market towns
is widely supported, with a need for investment in appropriate
infrastructure, regeneration of the urban fabric and increasing the
prospects for new jobs. With such improvements some towns will
have capacity for further sustainable housing growth, which in
itself will help to underpin local retailing, services and related
employment.

h) Related to this, there is a need to address the economic prospects
of Cambridgeshire in areas away from Cambridge. (i.e. Fenland
and the northern parts of Huntingdonshire and East
Cambridgeshire.)

1) However, Cambridge and its environs will remain the main focus
for economic growth, including research and knowledge based
industry. This is an important engine of growth for the region and
for the UK. Appropriate provision must therefore be made for new
homes and supporting infrastructure to enable a sustainable link
between employment and the workforce, whilst at the same time
recognising the very important role of the Cambridge Green Belt in
retaining the essential character of the City.

]) Arising from the considerations above, the favoured approach to
spatial strategy in Cambridgeshire is based on delivering the
current strategy, augmented where justifiable and deliverable with
further balanced expansion as follows:

- market towns - regeneration in selected locations;
- transport links - making best use of existing infrastructure;
- Cambridge- strategic review of the Green Belt.

k) There are considerable doubts about the viability of any further
new settlements because:
- it will be very costly to provide suitable infrastructure
- they are unlikely to be sustainable for jobs, services or transport
- they will divert from the delivery of the current strategy up to
2031
- the estimated scale of housing growth does not justify new
settlements at this stage.

l) The authorities do not regard the Arup study of Regional Scale

Settlement options as an adequate basis for drawing up spatial
strategy for Cambridgeshire or for the Region as a whole.
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m) There is agreement that other key issues of vital importance in the
development of future strategy include:

- recognising external links between areas, such as

Peterborough, King's Lynn and towns to South of Cambridge and
further links to London

- ensuring that the latest findings on climate change and flood
risk are fully taken into account.

n) Over the summer, the local authorities intend to refine their
approach on the spatial strategy outlined above including:
- assessing delivery issues and infrastructure costs
- augmenting the evidence base on developer proposals
- testing impact on carbon emissions.
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