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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Purpose of the Study

1 The Cambridge Sub Region Study, commissioned by SCEALA, was undertaken to provide an
independent appraisal of options for development in this fast growing area of nearly half a million
people, up to the year 2016. It thereby meets the requirements of the Regional Planning Guidance
(RPG 6) for a study to develop a vision and planning framework for the Sub Region to inform the
review of Development Plans, particularly the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan
Review, on which consultation took place from February - April 2001.

2 Akey objective is to identify ways of allowing continued growth of the Sub Region to support the
growth of the research and technology based economy in more sustainable ways. This Study of the
Sub Region is the first in the UK to be carried out under new Government Regional Planning
Guidance (RPG) and the first at this scale to reflect new national development policies for a more
sustainable society. Notable features of these national policies are a requirement for higher housing
development densities, a priority to build on brownfield land and a ‘sequential approach’ to
development, for which the order of preference is given as:

Within the built-up area of Cambridge
On the periphery of the built-up area of Cambridge, subject to a Green Belt Review
In a new settlement close to Cambridge

Within the built-up area of Market Towns, Larger Villages and previously established new
settlements where good public transport access to Cambridge exists or can be provided

By extensions to Market Towns, Larger Villages and previously established new
settlements where good public transport access to Cambridge exists or can be provided

3 This sequential approach concentrates development in cities and larger towns in preference to
smaller towns and villages. This marks a significant shift from previous practice and experience in
the Sub Region over the last 15 years, where development has been at lower densities, largely on
greenfield sites and concentrated in smaller settlements. A further departure from previous exercises
of this nature was the explicit inclusion of a review of the Green Belt in order to assess its possible
role as a source of new housing. The Regional Planning Guidance also identifies the need for a new
settlement in the Sub Region.

4 The estimated new dwelling requirement for the Study period 1996 - 2016 is 63,500 of which
56,000 (2,800 per year) have to be provided in the Cambridgeshire part of the Sub Region. The
balance allows for some flexibility beyond 2016 and for development in adjoining county areas.

A Vision for the Sub Region

5 New Government policies at the national level have to be taken account of and should respond
to the existing natural and man made environment of the Sub Region, including the historic heritage
and townscape of Cambridge.

6 For this purpose a Vision for the Sub Region (as required by the RPG, particularly to provide a
context for a Green Belt Review) has been developed as part of the Study. It provides a framework
of aims and principles, which articulate national sustainability criteria and other key policies as
objectives to be followed at the Sub Region level. These have been expressed as qualities and
features to be promoted and safeguarded, ranging from the protection of the Sub Region’s
countryside and historic built environment and the encouragement of sustainable travel patterns, to
promotion of the Cambridge area’s internationally significant research and technology base. These
safeguarded qualities form the basis of the sustainability criteria used to appraise development
options. The Vision considers the spatial implications for Cambridge and the rest of the Sub Region.

C:\Documents And Settings\Fp336\L ocal Settings\Temporary Internet FileSOLK7\Final CfRS ReportDoc



7 ltis a key feature of the Vision for the Sub Region that the area will continue to provide a
‘springboard’ for high technology innovation in tie UK and will mature further as an international
centre for knowledge-based industry. However, there is a recognised shortage of housing in relation
to jobs, particularly close to Cambridge and major shortcomings in transport infrastructure. The main
challenge for this Study has therefore been to address the provision of a sustainable pattern of new
development, particularly housing, which can be integrated with traditional and new forms of
transport investment.

Method of Study

8 The main Study tasks were to define criteria for testing capacity, feasibility (deliverability) and
sustainability of options for growth. Then, using the levels of dwelling demand (provided by the RPG)
and estimates of the scale of committed development (provided by the local planning authorities), to
analyse the dwelling capacities of different parts of the Sub Region. The development of alternative
approaches (or Options) to accommodate residual, non-committed development was then
undertaken. Each Option has been tested to see how it performs according to sustainability criteria.
The capacity assessments will need to be reviewed in more detail through urban capacity studies at
a later date.

9 Additional land does not need to be found for dwellings already committed, where planning
permission has been given and sites decided or where there is other land almost certain to be
developed. These commitments together with windfall development makes up 65% of the growth
(more than 40,000 of the 63,500 additional dwellings set by the RPG), leaving only a residual 35% to
be located by the Study (22,000 dwellings). This figure was agreed by the Steering Group. The
estimation of housing capacity to accommodate this 22,000 in the sensitive areas of the Sub Region
was then undertaken.

10 The work was tackled through the preparation of a comprehensive Sites Database system,
allowing systematic appraisal of possible development sites according to multiple criteria to assist in
the determination of priorities for these sites. The individual site specific needs of major land uses in
the Sub Region such as Cambridge University and Addenbrooke’s Hospital were not part of the
Study. This Database system and detailed Environmental Capacity assessments were used to
review the Green Belt, to see if it had the potential to accommodate housing development without
adversely threatening its core purposes. Similarly, detailed appraisals were made of the scope for
increasing housing capacities in Cambridge City, the Market Towns and each element of the RPG
sequence, especially through development on brownfield land and achieving higher densities.

11 Complementing these appraisals were other essential tasks (sectoral studies), including:

Detailed planning policy and density reviews by district

Assessment of the need for affordable housing by district

Analysis of house prices and the housing market in response to increasing densities

Case studies of three areas within Cambridge

Transport network and investment assessments throughout the Sub Region

Transport modelling assessment of MENTOR/SATURN modelling tests

Assessment of public transport and high quality public transport (HQPT) potential in main corridors
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RPG Elements

12 The above assessments allowed each element of the RPG sequence (as detailed in paragraph 2
above) to be analysed for their development potential.

13 The Urban Capacity of Cambridge City was assessed according to the progress of committed
development, new sites identified and projected windfall sites, within the context of revised policies
and densities. Possible ways of increasing the capacity of the city were assessed and the
consequences of increasing capacity examined. The work suggested that high densities of 130
dwellings per hectare were realistic for flats in the city centre, providing good design and amenity
could be ensured. There is also greater potential for backland development if access requirements
can be met, practical difficulties of land assembly can be overcome and the likelihood of public
controversy reduced. However, the number of housing wnits yielded would be comparatively small
when compared to the needs of the Sub Region. Reduced and more flexible car parking standards
for conversions would help increase the dwelling capacity of the City, however, better public
transport would be needed to limit further congestion. The use of allotments was considered, but
their capacity was seen as limited.

14 The Green Belt Review established that the primary purpose of the Green Belt is to preserve
the special character of Cambridge and to maintain the quality of its setting. The secondary purpose
is to prevent further coalescence of settlements. This was agreed with the Steering Group. These
two main purposes guided the consideration of strategic development options, but inevitably mean
that there is a tension between maintaining the Green Belt and accommodating future development
needs. A broad review was undertaken of Green Belt land, which helped to identify sites on the inner
edge for further assessment. Sites were assessed for their capacity to accommodate change, which
depended on several criteria such as landscape character, topography, vegetation structure and
cones of view. This was followed by an environmental capacity assessment framework for each
individual site. The review concluded that 12,250 dwellings could be accommodated without harming
the two main purposes of the Green Belt, at densities considered appropriate for peripheral urban
expansion, subject to more detailed planning to accommodate all appropriate uses.

15 A detailed assessment was made of areas of search for potential New Settlements. The search
process identified broad locations according to criteria set by RPG which were refined into sites for
appraisal purposes. There were 15 sites with sufficient capacity for 6,000 dwellings and some up to
10,000. A range of other criteria were then applied to the sites. This included absolute constraints
such as SSSIs; non-absolute environmental constraints such as flood plain, drainage issues,
brownfield land and pollution; accessibility criteria taking account of the effect of the ‘Cambridge to
Huntingdon Multi Modal Study’ (CHUMMS) proposals, access to motorways, rail and park and ride;
and capacity and implementability criteria for example the complexity of development. The short
listed sites were Great Abington, Childerley Gate, Longstanton- Oakington and Waterbeach,
however, each demonstrated drawbacks and weaknesses.

16 Market Towns, Larger Villages and Previously Established New Settlements (PENS) were
assessed for their HQPT potential, employment potential, service availability, infrastructure and town
character in order to establish their capacity for or sensitivity to growth and to guide the formulation
of strategic options. A large number of possible sites were identified (with a capacity o 31,220
dwellings), that were subject to detailed capacity, implementation and sustainability tests in order to
prioritise the sites most suitable for development.

Strategic Options for Testing

17 These appraisals were brought together to prepare three strategic Options, each using the five
elements of the RPG sequence, as the basis for consultation in the Structure Plan Review. By
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placing a different emphasis on each element, different development strategies emerged. The
options are set out below:

O A ‘Cambridge centred’ option, which maximises urban concentration in the City and surrounding
areas, including the inner Green Belt

O A ‘Mixed strategy’ option with part of the City and Green Belt housing distributed to the Market
Towns (based on a relatively even spread from the RPG sequence and the best scoring sites)A
Market Towns/Corridor option with a much larger proportion of growth allocated to these areas.
This includes a variation on the chosen Market Town/Corridor distribution (Option 3 and 3A),
maintaining the overall distribution of dwellings between city, Green Belt and corridors.

U Option 3 involves the use of the Huntingdon, St. Neots, Newmarket and Royston corridors;
whereas Option 3A uses the Haverhill corridor instead of the Huntingdon corridor. The corridors
for testing were selected according to the cost effectiveness of providing HQPT, the availability
of housing capacity and the simultaneous consideration of various capacity constraints (e.g.
secondary school capacity), efficient use of existing and committed infrastructure and the
existing balance of jobs and housing (see table in Section 9). However, other alternative sets of
corridors might have a role to play and could have been selected, for example, in relation to
preferred new settlement locations (see 10.1.9). The testing of the Haverhill corridor was, in fact,
an additional sub-option to examine the implications of going for growth there according to the
wishes of the Steering Group.

OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3
Cambridge Centred and Mixed Strategy Market Towns/Corridor
Strong RPG Sequence (Criteria-based) Emphasis
Cambridge City 3,500 2,500 1,500
Green Belt 11,000 8,000 4,000
New
Settlement 6,000 6,000 6,000
Market Towns,
Larger Villages 1,500 5,500 10,500
and PENS
TOTAL 22,000 22,000 22,000

18 Each of the four options includes a different new settlement selected from the sites that most
closely matched the performance criteria. As there were 4 new settlements accorded higher priority
and 4 Options being developed, the new settlement that seemed most closely to follow the thrust of
the strategy was chosen for that option. However, any of the new settlements could be applied to
any of the options. Waterbeach was included in the Cambridge-centred option, Childerley Gate in the
Mixed Strategy option and Oakington-Longstanton and Great Abington respectively in the two
Market Towns/Corridors options. Maps of the Options are in Section 10.

Sustainability Testing

19 The sustainability testing process involved testing the performance of each option according to
nine sustainability criteria. The nine sustainability criteria meet national objectives of maintaining high
and stable levels of economic growth, social progress to meet the needs of everyone, effective
protection of the environment and prudent use of natural resources. 17 indicators have been
selected to measure these nine criteria. The sustainability testing process makes possible an
assessment of the strategic options as themes. The overall result for the option does not reflect the
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performance of the new settlement site, which has been separately tested (apart from certain
transport related indicators). The detailed assessment of the pros and cons of each new settlement
IS set out in Section 8.

20 Options are scored according to their positive, slightly positive (some good), neutral or negative
contribution to sustainability targets and the overall results are summarised in a comparative table.
Option 1 performed the best overall and was assessed as ‘Some Good'. It has comparatively
positive effects in terms of increasing housing density and curbing car mileage for example and no
significant negative effects compared to the performance of the other Options. Option 2 performed
the next best overall and was assessed as ‘Neutral to Some Good'. It performed comparatively well
in curbing congestion and reducing average journey times to work, but performed poorly in terms of
increasing water recharge through Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). Options 3 and 3A were
considered to have a ‘Neutral’ effect overall. For example both options performed comparatively
poorly in terms of maximising use of public transport and increasing housing density. Section 10
examines the results in full.

Implementation Issues

21 Implementation of the potential growth in the Sub Region is a considerable challenge, in terms of
administrative effort and funding. This requires the local authority planning process to lay down a
framework for making timely decisions on the spatial aspects of development and for establishing
new mechanisms and policies required to ensure efficient and sustainable development.

22 The main problems of funding relate to the ‘infrastructure deficit’ for publicly provided
infrastructure, of which the largest element is transport infrastructure. To overcome this deficit will
require mobilisation of higher levels of investment. The Government is looking at the potential for
much-enlarged public and private partnership arrangements to meet the Sub Region’s investment
needs. Cambridgeshire County Council, East of England Development Agency (EEDA) and GO-East
commissioned a study of how development can be effectively implemented in the Sub Region (called
the Cambridge Sub Region Implementation Study).
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Regional Planning Guidance 6 and the Cambridge Sub Region Study

1.1.1 This Study was commissioned by SCEALA (Standing Conference of East Anglia
Local Authorities) in Spring 2000 in response to the identification of the need to develop
the planning framework for the Sub Region within the emerging draft Regional Planning
Guidance 6 (RPG 6) for East Anglia. The RPG was published in November 2000 and it
provides guidance for the period up to 2016.

1.1.2 With regards to the Cambridge Sub Region the RPG states:

‘The Challenge is to develop a planning framework which will allow the sub-
region’s development needs to be met in a sustainable way, while protecting and
enhancing the important environmental qualities of the city and surrounding
area and achieving new development of the highest quality’.

1.1.3 Anindependent and consistent appraisal of key options for development within the
Cambridge Sub Region is required to inform the development strategy for and input to the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan Review and informs the development
plans of adjoining counties, particularly Suffolk. This Study helps meet that need.

1.2 The Cambridge Sub Region

1.2.1 Cambridge Sub Region has a broad sphere of influence which, whilst not
encompassing the entire County area, does extend beyond its southern and western
boundaries. Its sphere of influence is defined by the immediate ring of Market Towns of
Royston (Hertfordshire), Saffron Walden (Essex), Newmarket and Haverhill (Suffolk), as
well as St Neots, St Ives, Huntingdon, Chatteris and Ely.

Cambridge Sub Region Study Area

\

4&
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1.2.2 The Sub Region is an economically buoyant area, which is under considerable
pressure for further rapid and substantial growth. This is due to the importance of its
knowledge and service based economy, which amongst others includes high technology
businesses ranging from computer software to medical research and biotechnology,
education, health and administration services.

1.2.3 The Sub Region Study was commissioned to devise development options and
strategies that maintain this economic vibrancy, meet development needs (particularly
housing needs) and foster a nore sustainable pattern of development. Consequently, the
Study assesses the environmental and travel impacts of the different development options
and considers the capacity of villages, towns and cities within the Sub Region to
accommodate further new development. It also assesses housing density, affordable
housing, housing development economics, public transport and High Quality Public
Transport (HQPT) (defined by the Study as a bus service with a peak frequency of every
10 minutes and 30-minutes for rail services if available, see paragraphs 5.4.2 — 5.4.3
below) and implementation considerations. The Study has entailed a fundamental review
of the Cambridge Green Belt and also identified possible locations for a new settlement.
The context and aims of the Study are given in Section 2.

1.2.4 This Study provides a magjor input into the early stages of the new Joint Structure
Plan for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, which is already in preparation. A Deposit
Draft Plan will be published early in 2002.

1.3 Management of the Study

1.3.1 The Study was managed at three different levels, namely: day to day management
by officers of Cambridgeshire County Council; a Steering Group comprised of the
officers of al the local planning authorities (Cambridgeshire, Suffolk, Cambridge City,
South Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, East Cambridgeshire, Fenland, Uttlesford
(covering Saffron Walden), Forest Heath (Newmarket), North Hertfordshire (Royston)
and St Edmundsbury (Haverhill)), SCEALA (Standing Conference of East Anglian Local
Authorities), GO-East (Government Office for the East of England) and EEDA (East of
England Development Agency); and, a Members Reference Group comprising members
from each local authority in the Sub Region.

1.3.2 The Steering Group convened monthly. Their role was to ensure that the Study was
fully informed of local issues and circumstances, to provide guidance on the Study
methods and to check that the findings were robust and consistent across the Sub Region.
The Members Reference Group was consulted at key stages of the Study and provided a
useful sounding board for Study progress and for the emerging proposals.

1.3.3 In addition, meetings were held with stakeholder groups — transport, Ministry of
Defence and English Partnerships, business development groups, utility
authorities/companies, community service (education and heath) groups and
environmental protection groups. In total, some 30 stakeholder bodies were consulted to
obtain information and to discuss key issues of the Sub Region Study.

1.4 Report Structure

Background
Section 2: Provides the Context and the Aims of the Study;
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Section 3: Provides the Vision for the Sub Region;

M ethodology
Section 4. Provides the Study Methodology;

Summary of Housing, Transport and Economic Studies

Section 5: Provides summaries of the key findings of the policy and sectoral studies,
comprising a review of planning policy and density, housing development
economics, Cambridge case studies, affordable housing, the transport
network and traffic modelling and employment and economy;

Analysis of RPG Elements

The following sections examine the different development locations as identified and in
the sequence contained within Regional Planning Guidance 6:

Section 6: RPG Element: Cambridge City;
Section 7: RPG Element: Green Belt Review;
Section 8: RPG Element: New Settlement Site Search and Analysis;

Section 9: RPG Element: Market Towns, Larger Villages and Previously Established
New Settlements (PENS);

Analysis of Development Options
Section 10:  Outlines the four Development Options and describes the sustainability
process and the criterig;

Section 11:  Summarises Key Implementation Issues.

Annex A: Provides alist of Capacity and Implementation Criteria.
1.5 Statusof the Study

15.1 This Study has been prepared in response to the requirements of the Regiona
Planning Guidance for East Angliato 2016 (RPG 6). Its analysis and findings will inform
the reviews of development plans in the short to medium term, particularly in
Cambridgeshire, but also with regard to those parts of the adjoining counties within the
Sub Region. In advance of the RPG for the East of England, there is no mechanism to
vary the annual house building rates between the different counties. However, the Study
provides guidance on how those requirements can be met in ways that could contribute to
the development needs of the Sub Region. The Study also indicates how the longer-term
development of the Sub Region can be met. It is required to provide information on
development options as an input to the Study of the London Stansted-Cambridge Sub
Region proposed in RPG 9 (for the South East). The RPG for the East of England is then
required to review the planning framework for the Cambridge Sub Region in the light of
the two studies, together with the results of monitoring and other changes.

1.5.2 The Study isintended to inform the Structure Plan process, but does not in any way
pre-empt it. Nor does it make any recommendations for the development strategy or the
development of any particular site. The analysis has been undertaken for purposes of the
strategic assessment of options only. Also, it should be noted PPG 3 (Government
guidance on housing) requires capacity studies to be undertaken to support housing land
allocation in Loca Plans (thisis explained further in paragraph 9.3.3 below).
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2. CONTEXT AND AIMSOF THE STUDY
2.1 Regional Planning Guidance 6: East Anglia (November 2000)

2.1.1 The Study was guided by the Proposed Changes to the Draft RPG published in
March 2000 and then by the Regional Planning Guidance for East Anglia (RPG 6), which
was published in November 2000 (the first one to be completed under the Government’s
new arrangements for regional planning) after the Study was commissioned. However, its
requirements and policies have been incorporated within the Study work and findings.

2.1.2 The primary purpose of this RPG is to set the regional framework for development
plans in East Anglia in the period up to 2016 — this guidance must be taken into account
when formulating Structure and Local Plans and it is a material consideration in decisions
for planning applications. The RPG also provides fundamental guidance on this
Cambridge Sub Region Study and was produced with the participation of arange of local
partners involving considerable consultation.

2.1.3 Also, the RPG sets housing targets and provides an order of preference for the
location of new housing within the Sub Region, affirming that all elements in this
sequence have a role to play in meeting housing need. It specifies that employment
generating development should be located where good public transport, cycling and
walking access exists or can be provided: within or by extensions of the built up area of
Cambridge; in a new settlement close to Cambridge; and within or by extensions to the
Market Towns. With reference to the Green Bélt, the RPG specifies that a review should
be carried out, starting from a Vision of the city and of the qualities to be safeguarded. It
should consider how far the Green Belt is fulfilling relevant purposes and its influence on
settlement form. It also specifies the criteria to be used in identifying any new settlement.

2.1.4 The RPG provides a dightly different housing target from that provided within the
Draft RPG, at the outset of the Study. The overall housing target for East Anglia has been
increased by 250 dwellings per annum, from 9,650 per annum to 9,900 per annum. At the
regional level the target for Cambridgeshire remains the same, but it has been increased
for Suffolk and Norfolk. Essentially, however, these increases in the adjacent counties
relate to strategic growth areas located outside of the Sub Region.

2.1.5 The RPG sets out in Policy 8 the requirements for net increases for Cambridgeshire
in dwellings, as an annual average:

4,000 (2,800 per annum in the part of Cambridgeshire within the Sub Region, excluding
Hertfordshire and Essex, and 1,200 in the rest of Cambridgeshire County)

2.1.6 The RPG thus confirms, by implication, that the housing figures derived at the
outset of the Study remain valid. The distribution was provided by SCEALA and the
relevant planning authorities for 1996 to 2016, as follows:

County Sub Region Target (Total County Target)
Cambridgeshire 55,900 (86,000)

Essex 1,500 (108,400)
Hertfordshire 1,060 (66,000)

Suffolk 5,000 (52,000)

Total 63,460

C:\Documents And Settings\Fp336\L ocal Settings\Temporary Internet FileSOLK7\Fi n?C_SfS ReportDoc



Colin Buchanan and Partners Cambridge Sub Region Study — Final Report

NOTE:

1 The Hertfordshire Sub Region target is capacity identified in the North Herts Draft Loca Plan
(February 2000 — now withdrawn).

2 Suffolk figures are taken from an assumed apportionment of Digtrict figures in the adopted
Structure Plan and are not gtrictly targets.

2.1.7 The housing position is, as follows (with the target rounded up):

Target (1996 to 2016) 63,500
Existing commitments 20,730
Small Sites Allowance (under 1 hectare) 7,400
Provisional Urban Brownfield Sites Allowance 4,120
Residual 31,210
‘Base Case’ (committed development identified as part of this Study) 9,500
Residual Study Area Housing Tar get 22,000
NOTE:

1 Existing commitments are al sites with planning permission or alocated in a Loca Plan but
without planning permission as at mid 1996.

2 Smal Sites alowance is an estimate d the supply to 2016, of dwellings from sites with
capecity of less than 9 dwellings, together with new dwellings arising from conversions or
changes of use.

3 Provisona urban brownfield sites is an estimate of the supply to 2016, of dwellings from
previously used urban sites (urban sites included city, town and village sites). The estimate
predated the NLUD survey.

4 The ‘Base Case' is the sites not included in existing commitments identified with the Study
Team in conjunction with District Officers, which had either been granted planning
permission between mid 1996 and mid 1999 or were considered likely to come forward before
2016 regardless of the development strategy.

2.1.8 The Study area' s residual housing target was drawn up by Cambridgeshire County
Council (CCC), in partnership with the local planning authorities and County councils of
the Sub Region. It should be noted that the residua figure of 22,000 is only
approximately one third of the total dwelling growth for Sub Region. The residual
requirements include an element of flexibility to allow for some capacity beyond 2016 (as
required by RPG 6) and represent only a part of the substantial change in the Sub Region
anticipated over the period to 2016. In accordance with PPG 3, existing commitments will
need to be reviewed to ensure that they are in sustainable locations and that they use land
effectively. It is anticipated that a greater density may be applied to outstanding planning
permissions or local plan alocations in light of PPG3, which could make up for any
shortfall if other outstanding commitments were not devel oped.

2.2 RPG Elements

2.2.1 The RPG provides an order of preference for the location of new housing within
the Sub Region, as follows:

) within the built-up area of Cambridge, subject to available capacity and
environmental considerations,

i) on the periphery of the City subject to areview of the Green Belt;
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i) inanew settlement close to Cambridge;

iv)  within the built up area of market towns, larger villages and previously established
new settlements, where good public transport access to Cambridge exists or can be
provided, provided that growth in car commuting can be minimised; and,

V) by extensions to market towns, larger villages and previoudly established new
settlements where good public transport access to Cambridge exists or can be
provided, provided that growth in car commuting can be minimised.

2.2.2 Our analysis of commuting patterns and the current balance of jobs and housing
has shown beyond doubt that there is a significant shortage of housing relative to jobs in
and close to Cambridge. Therefore the priority for new development within the City and
in areas to be released from the Green Belt is to provide additional homes. Any major
residential extensions would nevertheless include within them a mix of uses to provide
local facilities and employment on a scale appropriate to the loca community.

2.2.3 RPG indicates that whilst each element of the RPG sequence has a part to play in
meeting the needs for development in the Sub-Region, the priority for development
should follow the sequence without necessarily incorporating all elements to achieve
targets. However, by placing a different emphasis on each element, different devel opment
strategies emerge. This Study highlights the implications of 4 different strategies or
options, which each involve all the RPG elements.

2.3 The Study Specification
2.3.1 The key aspects of the Study as described in the Study Specification were to:

Provide a validation of the urban capacity of Cambridge City;
Carry out afundamental appraisal of the Cambridge Green Belt;

Update and fill gaps in the varying information gathered by the local authorities on
the Market Towns around Cambridge;

Assess options for accommodating development in locations with good public
transport links to Cambridge including Market Towns, Larger Villages and PENS;

Give an indication of the potential and feasibility of developing a new settlement or
settlements between Cambridge and the surrounding ring of Market Towns;

Identify criteriarelating to capacity, implementation and sustainability; and,

Assess alternative options against these criteria.

2.3.2 These formed the basis for the different strands of the Study and influenced the
sites selected to form the development options.

2.3.3 The individual site specific needs of major land uses in the Sub Region such as
Cambridge University and Addenbrooke's Hospital were not part of the Study. This
would have required specialised assessment outside of the Study Specification. A separate
study of key worker and affordable market housing needs in Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire will report in winter 2001. In any event the overal development
assumptions given by the County Council were deemed to include these requirements. In
relation to the affordable housing needs of the Sub Region, they were analysed by District
and inevitably include a proportion of key workers at these ingtitutions. In addition, all
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Sites that may or may not be selected for development in the Sub Region, have been
assessed for their potential to absorb development, irrespective of ownership and
therefore include institutional lands.

2.4 Interpretation

2.4.1 The Study’s key aim was to undertake an independent and consistent appraisal of
options for accommodating substantial future growth within the Cambridge Sub Region,
examining their sustainability, feasibility and capacity. Four different development
options for the residual housing target of 22,000 dwellings have been formulated by
placing a different emphasis on each element of the RPG development sequence and
founded on those broad categories of development location:

Option 1: the ‘Cambridge Centred Strong RPG Sequence Option’ places the largest
amount of residua growth in Cambridge and the inner Green Belt;

Option 2: the ‘Mixed Strategy (Criteria-based) Option’ places residual growth in al the
above elements according to the outcome of the capacity criteriatests; and,

Options 3 and 3A: the *Urban/Corridor/HQPT Infrastructure Investment Option’ places a
much larger proportion of the residual growth in Market Towns and in the transport
corridors, which lead to them. Option 3 involves the use of the Huntingdon, St. Neots,
Newmarket and Royston corridors; whereas Option 3A uses the Haverhill corridor instead
of the Huntingdon corridor. The corridors for testing were selected according to the cost
effectiveness of providing HQPT, the potential availability of housing capacity and the
simultaneous consideration of various capacity constraints (e.g. secondary school
capacity), efficient use of existing and committed infrastructure and the existing balance
of jobs and housing (see table in Section 9). However, other aternative corridors might
have arole to play and could have been selected, for example, in relation to preferred new
settlement locations (see 10.1.9). The testing of the Haverhill corridor was, in fact, an
additional sub-option according to the wishes of the Steering Group, to examine the
implications of going for growth there.

2.4.2 All development options entail the development of a new settlement and to varying
extents the expansion of Cambridge City into its inner Green Belt.

C:\Documents And Settings\Fp336\L ocal Settings\Temporary Internet FileSOLK7\Fi n?C_%S ReportDoc



Colin Buchanan and Partners Cambridge Sub Region Study — Final Report

3. VISON FOR THE SUB REGION

3.1 TheApproach

3.1.1 The purpose of the Vision isto provide the overall framework to define the specific
objectives or criteria for assessing development options. Further, the scope of the Vision
is closely related to the identification of capacity and sustainability criteria. The Vision is
realistic and allows for achievable spatial development strategies to emerge.

3.1.2 The process of developing the Vision has involved sifting from relevant national
and regional policy documents, recognising the historic ‘vision’ for Cambridge and
digtilling a new Vision, which incorporates these strands and is closely related to
identified criteria. RPG 6 Policy 21 has been used as the guiding framework for
developing a Vision for the Sub Region.

3.2 The Broad Vision

3.2.1 The Vision is to protect and enhance the important qualities of the Sub Region,
build on its potential to provide an enhanced quality of life in more sustainable ways,
enhance its magor role in the regional and nationa economy and promote more
sustainable patterns of movement. This is best illustrated by defining the qualities to be
promoted and safeguarded and then describing the components of this Vision in more
detail.

3.3 Qualitiesto be Promoted

3.3.1 The following key qualities of Cambridge and the Sub Region should be promoted
in any future development strategy:

v' Allow the Sub Region to develop further as a world leader in research and
technol ogy-based industries and the fields of higher education and research;

v Foster dynamism, prosperity and further expansion of the research and technology-
based economy;

v Provide a more sustainable balance between rates of growth in jobs and housing,
allowing the Sub Region to accommodate a higher proportion of the region’s housing
development;

v' Promote a more sustainable and spatially concentrated pattern of locations for
development and more sustainable travel patterns;

v Investigate and promote sustainable and integrated transport systems that relate

closely to future development patterns in the Sub Region, with new development

having a close relationship with homes, jobs and services and being located and
designed to provide for sustainable modes of transport;

Facilitate the provision of an attractive, accessible and ecologically rich countryside;

Secure development of the highest quality;

Provide a high quality of life and seek to avoid social exclusion, including by

addressing the issue of affordability in the area;

v Be based on a coordinated approach to development, which maximises and integrates
the different sources of investment; and,

v Allow scope for, rather than constrain, continuing development beyond 2016.

ANANEN
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3.4 Qualitiesto be Safeguarded

3.4.1 The following key qualities of Cambridge and the Sub Region should be
safeguarded and enhanced, regardless of future development strategy:

U Appropriate access to the surrounding countryside from Cambridge, the Market
Towns, Larger Villages and existing New Settlements;

Maintenance and enhancement of the essential elements of green corridors and
wedges within the city, towns and villages, connected to the countryside;

Separation between existing and new settlements ensuring that each settlement has a
clear identity;

Protection and enhancement of the landscape setting of settlements must be pursued
in any new development; and,

Safeguarding of al-important environmental qualities of the city and Sub Region,
especialy in Cambridge City, its historic townscape, urban green space and the
setting of its buildings.

o O 0O D

3.5 TheVision and its Spatial Consequences

Cambridge City and Surrounding Area

3.5.1 The origina Study Specification suggested 3 different futures (Preserved City,
Urban Hub and Expanded Urban Hub) for Cambridge City and its surrounding area. The
Consultants propose that they be combined into a preferred overal theme of ‘a Centra
and Expanded Urban Hub, consisting of awider network of urban centres (with options as
to the scale of this wider network)’. This combined theme can then be addressed in
different ways within the four strategic development options. The theme of Preserved
City is difficult to justify given the importance of providing more homes close to jobs in
Cambridge and given the expectation for development identified through RPG 6.

3.5.2 There are a number of opportunities to enhance the role of rail transport in the Sub
Region, particularly promoting increased station capacity, the opportunity for new
stations, the potential for cross Sub Region services and for interchange with high quality
public transport routes. Cambridge also has an opportunity to become Britain's leading
cycle city. Other opportunities include: accommodating the service needs for a growing
Sub Region, providing an enhanced urban edge with the possibility of new sub-centres
(within environmental constraints) and giving greater access to the countryside.

3.5.3 It isimportant to understand the possible spatial consequences of this future, i.e. a
‘Central and Expanded Urban Hub':

Historic Cambridge will be the focus for an expanded 21st century city, but
maintain its intimate character, historic features, heritage and good quality;

Land use efficiency (utilisng brownfield sites, increased densities, reduced
parking, use of backland, enabling changes of use, encouraging mixed use and
also high quality design) will be pursued;

Continuing investment in the facilities and retail potential of Cambridge City,
with potentia for smaller sub-centres for shops, administrative services, culture,
leisure, etc., only in areas of substantial new housing;

Development of the University facilities of the City;

Maintenance/enhancement of the landscape setting (protecting existing key
settings and spaces and creating/enhancing new settings and spaces) to ensure its
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relationship with the countryside;

Enhanced cycling/walking in existing/new aeas and enhanced public transport
services including High Quality Public Transport (HQPT);

Protection of existing environmental qualities/structure of the City; and,
Provision of sufficient affordable housing, accessible to the city (jobs/services).

Remainder of the Cambridge Sub Region

3.5.4 The Market Towns, Larger Villages and previously established new settlements
(PENS) will be developed, appropriately, in tandem with the City to reduce travel and to
improve their viability and that of their surrounding rura areas. Their development and
other new developments in the Sub-Region will aim to develop High Quality Public
Transport Links and improve and enhance existing public transport links and/or
walk/cycle networks. The development of each settlement will not be uniform, but will be
appropriate to its location, public transport accessibility (including potential),
role/function and identity, existing jobs/housing imbalance (if excessive), environmental
quality and attributes and land availability. Where the jobs’housing imbaance is
excessive there clearly need to be efforts to address that before further population
expansion, e.g. the Haverhill corridor.

3.5.5 It is important to stress and enhance the polycentric urban structure of the Sub
Region and to promote the location of a new settlement, which will assist in achieving
key components of the Vision and be of crucial importance in providing ongoing
development capacity beyond 2016.

3.5.6 The spatial consequences of this future, i.e. the ‘ Central and Expanded Urban Hub’
(refer to paragraph 3.5.1) are, asfollows:

Larger settlements will expand, involving efficient use of land within and
around the settlement for housing, possibly involving concomitant
devel opments of the centre and employment areas,

The landscape setting and key environmental qualities of each settlement will
be maintained and enhanced;

The role/function and identity of each settlement will be strengthened;

The employment, retail and service role/function of the Market Towns should
be enhanced,;

Accessibility by cycling/waking within the settlement and by public transport
between the settlement and Cambridge (and possibly radialy) will be
improved resulting in more sustainable travel patterns; and,

The future viability of the rural areas will be supported.

3.6 Componentsof the Vision

3.6.1 ThisVision is broken down into the following four component themes:

ECONOMIC (covering population and housing, employment, knowledge based
economy and clusters)

ENVIRONMENT & RESOURCES (covering urban form and character, environmental
protection, landscape character, use of land and resources, air and water quality,
biodiversity and open space)
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QUALITY OF LIFE, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL (covering socia infrastructure,
health, equity/affordable housing and culture)

ACCESSBILITY (covering public transport, accessibility to facilities and
cycling/walking)

Economic Components

3.6.2 These are the drivers for the development of the Sub-Region. National and regional
policy specify the future housing development (and hence population) up to and beyond
2016 and the need to alow the further development of the ‘ Cambridge phenomenon’, in
view of its importance to the national/regional economy.

1 Housing - accommodate the minimum housing requirements specified in the
Regional Planning Guidance (as regularly updated), but allow scope for a higher
requirement up to 2016 and continuing development beyond 2016, particularly
utilising a new settlement. Also, accommodate adequate provision for affordable and
key worker housing, as a means of addressing skill shortages and to maintain
services;

2 Employment — facilitate the provison of employment to support the further
development of the ‘Cambridge phenomenon’ together with housing provision in a
sustainable balance;

3 Knowledge based Economy — promote Cambridge and its Sub Region as a primary
location, within the UK and Europe, for higher education, knowledge based
industries, innovation and research and development; and,

4 Clusters — foster existing clusters and promote the development of new clusters
within the Sub Region using appropriate, recent research, facilitating the personal
and business network(s) of the high-tech community. Also, promote the extension of
clusters around Cambridge to locations beyond Cambridge and its immediate
vicinity.

Environment and Resources Components

3.6.3 Development needs must be met in a sustainable way, whilst protecting and
enhancing the important environmental qualities of the city and surrounding area and
achieving high quality development.

5 Use of Land —use land efficiently as possible through the reuse of brownfield land
(the regional target is 50% of all new development on brownfield land, which may
not be achievable within the Sub Region). Also, higher density development should
be promoted where access to jobs and facilities is available and which recognises
locational influences on density provision;

6 Use/Quality of Other Resources — promote the efficient and sustainable use of
energy, water and materials;

7 Environmental Protection & Landscape Character/Setting — identify and ensure the
protection of al key environmental designations (such as: various EU designations,
ESAs, SSSIs, Grade 1 agricultural land, woodland, groundwater and flood protection
zones, Conservation Areas, areas of archaeological importance, Nature Conservation
Areas, open space and recreational areas, mineral reserves, etc.) and specific
landscape settings and protection areas; and,
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8

Urban Form/Structure, Character and Role/Function — maintaining the separation of
settlements within a rational development pattern and each settlement should have a
defined role/function, which should enhance its polycentric structure. Cambridge will
become the central and expanded hub of a wider network of urban centres within the
Sub Region. New housing development in the Sub Region should be located close to
jobs, public transport links and socia infrastructure and have good access to the
countryside. All new development should be high quality and integrated with
sustainable modes of transport to support Components 2 — 4 above and 13 — 15
below. Adequate open spaces must be maintained in al settlements linking to the
countryside.

Quality of Life, Social and Cultura Components

9

10

11

12

Social Infrastructure — schools, shops, hospitals/health centres, administrative
services and leisure/recreation facilities must be provided and located conveniently
in relation to existing and new housing development. Some decentralisation is to be
encouraged to support the viability of other centres. New development must be
located to ensure critical mass and viability of these facilities/centres, particularly in
smaler settlements. Cambridge will provide a key function as a centre for
administrative services, social infrastructure and shopping (within the City and not
necessarily its town centre);

Equity/Affordable Housing — socia equity is a priority with good access to jobs (in
terms of opportunity, variety and location), services, housing and transport.
Affordable housing provision, including key worker housing, in suitable locations
(particularly to jobs, services and transport) throughout the Sub Region is critical to
promote social inclusion, address skill shortages and maintain services,

Health — a healthy and uplifting environment in all settlements and their expansion is
essential, maximising opportunities to reduce emissions/pollutants (particularly road
transport), encouraging walking and safe cycling, manage waste and provide
attractive open space/diverse landscape settings; and,

Culture — to promote and enhance Cambridge as a leading centre of culture and
learning and to enhance the cultural facilities in other settlements in the Sub Region
in tandem with other development.

Accessibility Components

13

14

15

Accessibility to Jobs/Facilities/Countryside — housing must be located close to jobs,
socid facilities (schools, hospitalg/health centres and leisure) and have access to the
countryside thereby assisting in the promoting sustainable modes of travel. New
development must assist thisaim;

Public Transport — promotion of integrated public transport provision (enhanced bus
and rail travel within the Sub-Region and to/from other major centres) both by means
of improvements to existing network services and by high quality rapid and frequent
public transport systems; and,

Cycling and Walking — movement in Cambridge City Centre, in each main Market
Town/Larger Village is to be primarily based on cycling and walking by providing
appropriate facilities and by the location of new development and design.
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4. METHODOLOGY

4.1 Technical Approach

4.1.1 The approach to formulating the Development Strategy Options entailed the following
main stages, which are summarised below:

i.  Establishing the Base Case, identifying sites and their development capacities, i.e.
existing commitments and emerging devel opment, both before and since 1996;

il. ldentifying the Sites Database, i.e. potential development aress;
iii. Review of Sub Regional Capacity and Priorities,

iv. SitesPrioritisation Process;

v.  Déliverability; and,

vi. Option Formulation.

4.1.2 In paralel with the above process, the Consultants undertook work on housing
development (density, affordable housing and housing development economics), a review of
the Green Belt and environmental capacity assessment, transport, Market Towns, Larger
Villages and PENS and broad work on the Sub Region’s economic situation. This parallel
work informed the identification and subsequent assessment of the potential development
sites. Summaries of the findings of these parallel strands are contained in Sections 5-9 below.

4.2 Establishing the Base Case

4.2.1 To investigate a full range of potential sites to meet the housing requirement for the
Sub-Region, it was necessary to establish a detailed picture of existing commitments in the
Sub Region assembled from data supplied by Cambridgeshire County Council and each
District’'s Local Plan alocations. This consisted of Local Plan allocations, outstanding
planning permissions, completions and additional non-committed sites likely to come
forward in the near future and assumed to be developed in any event. Only sites over 1
hectare in size were considered because an estimate for smaller sites had already been made
(see Section 2 table).

4.2.2 These sites were mapped and categorised as either pre 1996 commitments (which did
not form part of the total Sub Region requirement) or as ‘Base Case’ (post 1996
commitments). The pre 1996 commitments assessment identifies all sites that are committed
and are in the process of being implemented, as well as other relevant sites that have been
implemented. The Base Case was vital to establishing how many dwellings are needed to
fulfil the RPG housing target for the period up to 2016. Mapping these alongside the pre-
1996 commitments helped to reveal potential development sites. It also helped to identify
previous and forthcoming distributions of housing in the Sub Region.

4.2.3 The overall numbers of these commitments by District are set out in the two charts
below for information (without the small site commitments). These revea the large capacity
of existing commitments.
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Pre 1996 Commitments by District

10000
8000
6000
4000
20001

0-

Committed
Dwellings

Cambridge City
East
Cambridgeshire
Fenland
Forest Heath
Huntingdonshire
South
Cambridgeshire
St Edmundsbury
Uttlesford

Districts

1996 - 2000 Commitments @nd cnp by District
- Base Case

— T un

T O

_EEE’ 6000

S5 aw
o

OO

<
2 e g 2 e e 2 2 B
e g 2 2 3 £ 5 2 3
gL zo & I g £¢ tT 3 3
b} 88 B 3 28 =28 = E
i< = o > (%': s g =)
c k=] S £ ES) o) =
3 £ = IS £ T i
=}
S o T o 3

Districts

1 Cambridge Northern Fringe

C:\Documents And Settings\Fp336\L ocal Settings\Temporary Internet FileSOLK 7\Final Caa&‘?eporLDoc



Colin Buchanan and Partners Cambridge Sub Region Study — Final Report

4.2.4 The largest towns and districts within the Sub Region as expected, contribute the most
stes to the ‘Base Case and pre 1996 commitments, for example Huntingdonshire.
Furthermore the ‘Base Case’ for Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire has relatively
high totals due to inclusion of the Cambridge Northern Fringe sites. Finally, Royston (North
Hertfordshire) has a relatively large ‘Base Case’ contribution because its Local Plan was
published recently, which allocated several large housing sites. However, the District Council
has very recently announced the withdrawal of that Plan, due to the need to complete urban
capacity studies in compliance with PPG 3. By comparison the Local Plans covering the
other districts' housing allocations contribute to the pre 1996 commitments.

4.3 ldentifying the Sites Database

4.3.1 Absolute constraints to development were identified and mapped, indicating areas
where development would not be allowed in any event. These comprised mainly
environmental and statutory designations, as follows:

Built up sites (not identified in the Nationa | Ancient Woodland
Land Use Database returns)

Playing Fields Sites with known mineral reserves
Historic Parks/Formal Public Open Space Areas | RAMSAR sites
SSSIs Grade 1/Best and Most Versatle (BMV)

agricultural land

High Risk Hood Plain areas (0.1 —1% annua | Newmarket Horse Racing and Stud lands
probability, 100-1000 return period)

(mapping from the Environment Agency is
based on historica flood records'models and
only gives a general indication of risk areas. EA
requires consultation on specific proposals)

Ground Water Protection Zone — Grade 1 Cambridge University operational  lands
(refer to paragraph 2.3.3)
Scheduled Ancient Monuments Cemeteries

4.3.2 Potential development sites, comprising 1 hectare or above in settlements and 5
hectares on the edge of settlements were then identified. Site selection took into consideration
settlement pattern, size and form, obvious site specific constraints (access, topography and
accessibility) and also issues such as coal escence and open space.

4.3.3 In total, 208 sites were identified in close consultation with each local planning
authority. The process was deliberately broad to ensure that al obvious development options
would be considered and assessed in detail. This ensures that the Study is obust and a
balanced view is obtained. Nevertheless, the sites have been selected for testing purposes
only and their inclusion does not imply local authority support or that they are suitable for
future development. This Study is intended to provide a broad assessment of capacity and is
not intended to pre-empt the future views of Local Plans, where a more detailed process of
site selection and public consultation will take place.

4.3.4 Based on a thorough review of relevant planning policy and density scenarios
template densities (refer to Section 5.1 below) were applied to sites according to their
location and context, taking into consideration associated development requirements (roads,
open space and other facilities). Thus, a‘ Sites Database’ potential development scenario was
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ascertained and the theoretical capacity, at the assumed densities, is 292,320 new dwellings.
But in no sense should this be regarded as rea capacity, as it had not been subject to any
appraisal of capacity or sustainability. This theoretical breakdown is, as follows:

RPG Element Number of Sites Potential Capacity
Cambridge Urban Area 10 4,270
Green Belt A 106,500
New Settlement Sites (and extension ar eas) 16 131,550
Market Towns with Good Public 9 50,000
Transport Links
Sites eliminated due to absolute constraints 12 -
Total 201 292,320

4.35 All land within the Sites Database was classified to one of 7 ‘planning contexts,
reflecting the location and neighbouring uses of land. These contexts would then be applied
to sites to determine housing capacity. Then an assumed average net density was applied to
each context (refer to Section 5.1 below). This was used to estimate the average dwelling
capacity for sites in that context. It does not imply that each individua site would be
developed at that particular density, because individual circumstances would vary.

4.3.6 In the analysis to determine the appropriate net density by context, the Consultants
developed housing density templates, based on both historic and recent examples of
development in Cambridge. An example of a housing template is shown below.

Terraced City Centre 2D
NEW

Example: Portugal Street/New Park
Street

Characteristics

« Modern brownfield redevelopment

« 3 storey, 4 bedroom terrace houses
and 1 bedroom flats

« Rear gardens for houses

« Front terraces for flats

« Car ports and garages on site

« Properties close to frontage

Format
Dwellings =1

Habitable rooms/dwelling =7 or 2
Total habitable rooms =62
Site area =0.15
Density
Habitable rooms/ha =413
Dwellings/ha =73

” Car Parking

Sl On street parking =1

space/unit
On street parking =15
spaces/unit
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4.4 Review of Sub Regional Capacity and Priorities

4.4.1 Before sites were prioritised a number of key assessments were undertaken to facilitate
the ‘Actions’ below, more or less simultaneoudly. These are, broadly in order of importance,
as follows:

a) Assessment of employment, school and utility infrastructure capacity of each Market
Town. Larger Villages, PENS and Cambridge would not be undertaken. This is because
villages’PENS capacity is being considered as a whole and is being considered in genera
terms; and, demand has been assumed to exceed capacity in Cambridge;

b) Assessment of the employment balance in Cambridge and in each town;
c) Assessment of likely required transport investment needs and broad costs; and,

d) Broad assessment of town centre retail capacity and the genera character/ability to
absorb expansion of each Market Town.

4.4.2 These assessments gave broad indications of spare capacity and threshold guidance for
key areas/settlements, which guided the site allocation process described below.

45 SitePrioritisation Process

45.1 It is vita that the Site Prioritisation Process does NOT eliminate sites sequentialy,
since this may rule out sites that are required to make services viable or meet specific
thresholds and thereby meet the RPG policy objectives. In order to prioritise the sites, each
site identified was assessed and scored, using the following summary capacity and
implementation criteria (the full list of capacity and implementation criteria used for this
Study are contained in Annex A below). These summaries were termed ‘Actions’, as follows:

ACTION 1: Environmental Capacity Assessment

Thistest was split in two, one for those sites in the Green Belt and one for remaining sites, with a slightly
different approach used for urban sites. Details of the Green Belt Review are contained in Section 7 below.
Sites were visited and assessed according to their landscape and setting, vegetation structure, topography,
biodiversity and for Green Belt sites, against the purposes of the Green Belt itself. Sites were scored as
either having no potential to absorb development, potential to absorb development within alandscape
framework or as a potential site for development.

ACTION 2: Accessibility to Existing Jobs, Schools, Shops and Public Transport

The walking accessibility of each siteto arange of facilities schools, bus routes, shops, employment sites
and leisure facilities broad range of facilities was measured. Threshold distances varied between 400 metres
(5-minutes walk), 800 metres (10-minutes walk) and 1200 metres (15-minutes walk) depending on
destination. The number and range of facilities would increase a site’ s accessibility score. Assumptions
about the associated devel opment with each development site were also made, which could also increase an
individual site’s accessibility score

ACTION 3: Contribution to HQPT

Each site was scored according to its distance from a High Quality Public Transport Route. The following
thresholds distances were used: 600 metres, 600-800 metres and more than 800 metres, where 600 metres
(approximately 7 minutes walk) was considered to represent the optimum maximum walking distance
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ACTION 4. Broad I nvestment Requirements

An assessment of the broad investment requirements that would be required to facilitate development at
settlement locations was made. I nvestment requirements comprised road, water supply and wastewater
infrastructure development requirements and the requirement, if any, to develop or expand existing schools.
Assessments were tailored to location- Cambridge and expansion into the Green Belt, Market Towns and
finally the Larger Villages. In al, acomparative analysis of an individual site’s propensity to facilitate the
necessary investment was considered against land value and devel opment demand

ACTION 5: Implementability and Timing

In considering the size of potential development sites (where larger sites are more complex as development
would entail master planning and negotiations), any site specific constraints (which could delay on-site
development) and also the scale of investment required to facilitate development, an indication of the
complexity and, thus the implementability of individual sites, was derived. This process involved careful
judgement and in some instances larger sites, although complex in planning terms could be more likely to
achieve the significant investment that may be required. Conversely small sites might not, albeit that
obtaining planning permission would be less complex

4.5.2 Each action generated a score of between 0 and 3 for each site, where 3 is considered
negative and O is positive. Thus the maximum score that can be awarded to each site is 15
and the minimum is 0. Notably no site scored 0, 1 or 2 only three sites scored 3 and only
seven sites scored 4. Approximately half the sites had scores of 8 or above.

4.6 Dédliverability

4.6.1 The ability to deliver development options in the sub-region strategy is a vitd
consideration - otherwise the strategy would be unrealistic. However, ease of implementation
is not assumed to override the need for a sustainable pattern of development. Therefore, the
assessment of deliverability has been treated in the following way:

where there are clear impediments to development within the timescale of the plan, sites
or locations are not included in the options. There are relatively few locations where this

would apply.

where there are other implementation factors such as higher than normal development
costs, size and complexity of sites, sites not available until later in the plan period, these
factors have been taken into account in the overal assessment of sites but are not
regarded as absol ute.

(additionaly in the evauation of new settlements, considerable weight is given to
whether the site could potentially deliver development beyond 2016 and whether
development would be in competition with other developments in the vicinity).

4.6.2 Although a number of developers have advanced land ownership and land options as
an advantage in bringing about their proposals, this is specifically excluded as a factor in the
analysis as our information may not be complete on al sites and it may change over time.
The local planning authorities may need to take account of this issue if it appears to be a
significant factor when specific locations are considered for inclusion in the development
plan. Also, the selected strategy must include a range of sites, which can be delivered in the
early part of the plan period.

4.6.3 It should be noted that the Cambridge Sub-Region Implementation Study is
considering issues of deliverability in much more depth.
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4.7 Option Formulation

4.7.1 The above assessments enabled all the sites to be ranked and then organised in
compliance with the RPG elements, i.e. Cambridge City Urban Area, Cambridge Green Belt
and then Market Towns, Larger Villages and PENS. New settlement sites were subject to a
separate, more detailed assessment. Low scoring sites were then drawn in order of preference
from each element to derive the options. Different options were derived by placing different
emphasis on each element within the RPG sequence. Each option contains a new settlement,
comprising 6,000 dwellings, which was chosen from those accorded highest priority in the
assessment. As there were 4 new settlements accorded higher priority and 4 Options being
developed, the new settlement that seemed most closaly to follow the thrust of the strategy
was chosen for that option. However, any of the new settlements could be applied to any of
the options. The final choice will be a matter for the Structure Plan review process.

4.7.2 The derived options and their justification are explained in Section 10 below.
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5. ANALYSSOF KEY SECTORS

5.1 Housng
Policy and Density Review

5.1.1 A thorough assessment was made by the Consultants of national and regional policy
and current Local Plan policies and recent best practice techniques in order to determine the
potential measures to increased capacity, which could be used within the Sub Region. These
reveaed the following:

a) Historic and Recent Housing Densities — high densities have been achieved with good
design without high rise development or compromising living conditions, e.g. in excess of
100 dwellings per hectare (dph). Densities have been influenced by strategic policies, often
Setting maximum densities resulting in poor land utilisation. Planning guidance has led this
under-achievement. The density that can be achieved in new housing development has a
major impact on the capacity of the Sub Region, especidly in the city where land is very
limited. One objective of recent Government housing policy is to encourage higher average
densities of development to make more efficient use of land.

b) Recent Policy Changes — these broadly emerged in 1995 with large forecast increases in
national household numbers. Following this, the 1998 Urban Task Force report and PPG 3 in
2000 have led the drive for increased densities and more efficient use of land, with an
emphasis on the use of brownfield land.

c) Recent Best Practice — this has largely occurred since 2000 and has dealt with various
approaches to urban capacity studies. Subsequently the Government has issued ‘ Tapping the
Potential’, which defines best practice clearly.

d) Sustainable Residential Quality — this is an approach to explore the potential for higher
density and better design on housing sites. This approach uses historic and current densities
by employing a series of generic housing types, then following a detailed site assessment,
house types are alocated to sites to determine capacity. For this Study the method was
refined in some detail and templates using a range of house types were created for 7 different
‘planning contexts', which were then applied to land in each context to determine an average
capacity. The following table describes the different types of development used.

Category House Templates Net Density Assumed Density
Types Ranges (dph) Scenarios (dph)
City Centre— Maximum  Flats 97 - 122 110-130
Accessibility
City Centre - High Terraces, Flats 0 -97 90- 100
Accessibility
Other Inner Urban Terraces 61—-90 65—90
Outer Urban Terraces 39-65 40 —65
Suburban/Outer Urban Semi-detached houses 33-45 3H-45
Urban Fringe Detached/Semi-Detached 20-33 3045
Village Fringe/Rural Detached houses 20 30-35

dph = dwellings per hectare
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Alternative Policy Frameworks — this aspect of the Study reviewed nationa policy and all
Structure and Local Plans within the Study area to determine possible policies for
application within the Study. This work identified the following alternative frameworks: the
introduction of minimum density standards, reduced minimum and/or the introduction of
maximum car parking standards or a more flexible system of targets, revised conditions for
change of use to permit ‘living over shops, etc., a greater latitude for backland development
and the stimulation of windfall developments by innovative financial measures.

5.1.2 The results of this work were employed in a series of Case Studies within Cambridge
to test the potential for increased capacity in different situations (see below).

Housing Development Economics

5.1.3 Thisaspect of the Study examined the economic implications of different development
densities in different parts of Cambridge. It examined recent development and density trends
and land values. In particular, the review of density shows that high densities in acceptable
forms are possible. However, their practical achievement depends on the economic incentive
for developers to build in this way. This depends on variable sale prices, building costs and
building land prices for different types of scheme in different locations.

5.1.4 House and land prices in Cambridge have risen in recent years to a point where
developers are aready building with much increased densities, particularly in inner
Cambridge. Thistrend is likely to continue, subject to the usual market cycles, so long as the
supply of housing remains relatively restricted. In outer Cambridge the economic incentive to
develop at high density is much less, but traditional low density forms, such as semi-detached
houses at 30 dwellings per hectare (dph), are already less viable and developers are building
at greater densities. Policy alternatives were suggested that would impose a minimum density
and permit higher densities, which would vary depending on location.

5.1.5 In other parts of the Sub Region it is suggested that high-density development could
only be redlistically achieved in town centre locations or in mgjor new devel opments close to
central facilities and high quality transport services.

5.1.6 Policiesto encourage higher density or to bring sites forward for development, such as
imposed minimum or higher permitted densities, would vary depending on location. Limits to
the size of particular market segments, such as small flats, mean that policies to encourage
development of one kind of unit could risk over-supply. Restrictions on on-site parking, with
the am of increasing density, could be counterproductive, making developments less
saleable.

5.1.7 Future trends to 2016 will affect the economics of development. Rising house prices
will increase the incentive for higher density development. Changing demographics, which is
leading to an older population and more small households over the next 15 years, will
increase demand for well designed units for various types of smaller household, including
higher density houses and flats.

Cambridge Case Studies

5.1.8 The Study selected three sites in Cambridge as examples to assess the capacity for
future housing development. The sites were agreed with the Steering Goup and highlighted
the outcomes of different policy assumptions on different types of land.
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5.1.9 Case Study 1: the Cambridge Northern Fringe (CNF) example illustrates the ‘pros and
cons of developing relatively large areas of both greenfield and brownfield land on the edge
of the built up area of the City. Whilst adjacent residential areas achieved densities of 75 dph,
two scenarios were applied to the site assuming densities of 40 and 65 dph in the CNF West
and 65 and 90 dph in the East and an average of 75 dph proposed as a viable density for this
area. This took into consideration the proposed rail station at Chesterton Sidings. Given
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire open space standards, a higher density scenario would
require extensive amounts of open gace to be provided (40-47% of the site area). The need
for land to buffer noise from the A14 had already been taken into account when looking at
the capacity of the sites, so it may be necessary to either reduce the net developable area
further or to reduce the open space standards.

5.1.10 Case Study 2: the assessment of the industrial part of Rustat Road demonstrates that
although high density development (up 90-100 dph) could be physically achieved on small
brownfield sites at accessible locations (close to the railway station) in central areas it would
raise specific policy issues, notably to do with car parking and open space standards.
Furthermore, relaxation of policy to enable a change of use of an employment site to
residential would not necessarily provide an incentive for relocation of existing employment
use, abeit that high residential land values would act as a strong incentive for conversion if
such a site were to become available. Finally, careful and high quality design would be
required.

5.1.11 Case Study 3: the third case study looked at the potential for developing allotment
sites and private back gardens and backland in general and also at redevel oping large plots at
higher densities. Whilst it may not be desirable to suggest the use of land of this kind for
housing development, theoretically thisis viable, even at relatively low densities. Although it
is not likely that vast numbers of units could be gained from developing backland sites, a
relaxation on constraints on backland sites could produce greater densities and in this respect
some precedent for infilling is aready established. Redevelopment of large plots at higher
densities is not seen as particularly viable due to the current high market value of large
houses with large gardens. However, a more relaxed policy towards increased density may
encourage the market to realise some intensification in this manner. Relaxation of car parking
and open space standards would again help achieve higher densities, but this would
exacerbate existing deficiencies in open space.

Affordable Housing

5.1.12 This aspect of the Study derived a broad estimate of housing need for the Sub Region
from an analysis of housing needs surveys conducted by the local authorities. It identified
different definitions of housing needs and the strategies for alocating affordable housing
through the planning process. It estimated that 14,700 affordable dwellings would be needed
to meet current affordable housing needs or 23% of the total number of dwellings required in
the Sub Region. In order to go some way to meeting these past/current needs and the
continuing future needs, a figure of 33% was recommended for sites that would constitute the
development options. A figure of 25% was recommended for sites in Chatteris, although no
stes in Chatteris came to form any of the options (see Section 10 below). This aspect of the
Study and the figures derived do not take account of key worker or special needs
requirements.
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5.2 Transport

Network Assessment

5.2.1 An assessment of the existing traffic conditiors (existing network, traffic flows and
congestion, accidents and investment plans from the Cambridgeshire Transport Plan 2000)
was made for each of the main routes emanating from Cambridge City to the surrounding
Market Towns within the Sub Region.

Strategic Road Network

©  Crown Copyright. All rights reserved Cambridgeshire County Council LA X 2001

¥  Park & Ride Sites ——  Motorways
¥ Proposed Park and Ride Site ——  ARoads
-+—+ Rallway Lines = B Roads
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5.2.2 Theresults are summarised below:

Newmarket Corridor

5.2.3 The A14 corridor does not currently suffer from congestion problems. However, the
A14 has a high fatal accident record (in relative terms) on the edge of the city, which needs to
be addressed. Investment in Park and Ride has been recently completed for this corridor.

Haverhill Corridor

5.2.4 The A1307 from Cambridge to Haverhill is approaching capacity between the city and
Linton. The accident record (in relative terms) is better than on other corridors. Investment in
Park and Ride, bus priority and a new rail station (Addenbrooke's) is planned for this
corridor.

Saffron Walden Corridor

5.2.5 This section of the M11 on this corridor is approaching capacity. It does not currently
suffer from significant congestion and does not have a bad accident record (in relative terms).
There is no investment planned specifically for the corridor. Increases in traffic levels over
the next 16 years are likely to lead to congestion especially at the corridor’ s northern end.

Royston Corridor

5.2.6 The Cambridge end of the A10 is approaching capacity here athough the accident
record along the corridor is not severe (in relative terms). There are plans to invest in Park
and Ride and bus priority. The capacity problems on the A10 are likely to increase in the
future and these will need to be addressed within the Study period.

<. Neots Corridor

5.2.7 Thereis currently congestion on the A428 to the west of Cambridge and this route has
a bad fatal accident record (in relative terms). The planned dualing of the A428 from
Cambridge to Cambourne will ease congestion on the corridor. The poor accident record (in
relative terms) will also need to be addressed and safety taken in to account when making any
planned capacity improvements to the corridor.

Huntingdon and . Ives Corridor

5.2.8 There is currently severe congestion on the A14 from Cambridge to Huntingdon,
particularly at its junction with the M11. The A14 from Cambridge to Huntingdon has the
worst record of accidents of all the corridors with nearly 300 (both fatal and nonfata in
relative terms) between Girton and Godmanchester during 1997-1999. Although the accident
rate is not exceptional in relation to nationa standards for this type of road, the high volume
of traffic produces this large number of accidents. It is, however, this volume of traffic, with
no alternative routes, that makes the repercussions of any accident particularly serious. The
high accident record (in relative terms) and the bad congestion problems on this corridor will
be addressed within the ongoing CHUMMS (Cambridge-Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study)
study. Investment in the Cambridge-St Ives public transport scheme, Histon Road bus
priority and A14 capacity and safety improvements would help to address these problems.

Ely/Chatteris Corridor

5.2.9 The southern section of the A10 Cambridge to Ely is over capacity and the rest of this
route is approaching capacity. It has the worst record of fatal accidents for any of the
corridors (in relative terms). Large concentrations of minor and serious accidents occurred
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around Landbeach and Waterbeach. There are currently no plans to ease the congestion
problems on the A10 north to Ely. Investment in Park and Ride at Cowley Road, plus bus
priority and a new rail interchange station are planned for the corridor, but will do little to
ease the congestion problems, which are likely to get worse especially if new development is
located in this area. The lack of proposed solutions, plus the poor accident record on this
road, is a gap in the planned investment for the Sub Region.
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5.3 Modelling Assessment

5.3.1 In order to provide some guidance on the transport impact of the emerging options, it
was decided to use the four stage Land Use and Transport model, MENTOR/SATURN, to
assess 9 hypothetical development option strategies that were devised by Cambridgeshire
County Council prior to the establishment of the four options identified in this Study. These
hypothetical options spread development to different areas of the region within
Cambridgeshire County in a variety of ways. The outputs of these options, summarised
below, provide a useful indication of how development strategies can alter travel patterns.

Mode Split

5.3.2 The modelling results show very little variation in modal split between each option
tested, however, it did show variations in overal travel (distance), depending on the
proximity of development to Cambridge. The only significant variation is between the
numbers of car and rail trips (rail includes guided bus). The Market Towns option produces
the fewest rail and most car trips and the Option with the majority of housing in Cambridge
and Longstanton-Oakington producing the most rail and fewest car trips. The number of car
trips varied by around 5% between these two options. The tests with transport improvements
had the most marked effect on the car/public transport mode split for trips within the city.
The Cambridge expansion option placed considerable amounts of housing beyond walking
distance of the city and this reduced the use of the ‘dow’ modes, i.e. cycling and walking, in
this option which might otherwise have had a larger mode share.

New Settlements

5.3.3 New settlements were tested at Oakington/Longstanton, Dullingham and
Landbeach/Waterbeach. The siting of development at both Oakington/Longstanton and
Waterbeach caused major congestion problems respectively on the A14 and A10.

Corridor Devel opment

5.3.4 Development in the A10 corridor to Ely caused extreme delays on the A10 especially
between Waterbeach and Milton. The capacity of this road will need to be increased if any
development is to be located in this part of the Sub Region.

Public Transport

5.3.5 The model appears to indicate that if it were possible to supply a very high capacity
bus service on al corridors then this would be well used in al options. The difficulty of
providing enough new public transport capacity to meet demand, e.g. physical constraints in
Cambridge, led the modellers to test also a ‘Public Transport Constrained’ scenario. This
forces many of those who would wish to use public transport to use the car. The Consultants
consider that neither scenario is an entirely realistic representation of what may occur.
Therefore, the model outputs must be treated with caution. The Consultants consider that the
difficulties of providing such unconstrained public transport capacity might be substantially
overcome with sufficient investment.

5.4 Public Transport Review

5.4.1 HQPT was defined in the Study by two levels, defined as a premiere service and a
secondary service. The premiere service is summarised below.
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Frequency — at least a 10 minute frequency of services in the peak flow direction
(generally into Cambridge am and out of Cambridge pm) for buses. In addition to this, a
20 minute frequency during the inter-peak and 30 minutes for evenings and Sundays is
required. Alternatively if a paralel rail route with a 30 minute rail service is available,
then the bus frequency could be relaxed to 15 minutes in the peak flow direction and 30
minutes for the interpeak and hourly during evenings and Sundays. A 30 minute parallel
train headway for rail services, would need to be interdependent with the bus services,

Route— as direct as possible to Cambridge and through intermediate settlements;
Priorities - dedicated lanes where necessary, to avoid congestion;

Stops — a limited number of stops no more than 400m from significant housing
developments; and,

City Route/Stops — such as major periphera employment, commercial and retail
developments within the corridor and interchanges such as Park and Ride.

5.4.2 A secondary service involves:

Freguency — at least a 30 minute frequency in the peak flow direction and in the inter-
peak, with 60 minute frequency in evenings and as demand dictates for Sundays. If there
is a 60 minute parallel train headway for rail services and 120 minute frequency in the
inter-peak, evenings and Sundays, then the bus service could be relaxed to a 60 minute
frequency and the rail service would be interdependent with the bus services;

Route — diversions permissible to serve employment and less significant housing areas,
providing the end-end timings do not generally exceed 133% of the premiere service
running times,

Priorities — dedicated bus lanes/routes, where necessary, to avoid congestion;

Stops — serves all stops on route, including those within Cambridge. Stops should be
within 600m of most housing developments or rail stations no more than 800m. A
preferred cycling distance to rail stations of up to 3km is to be achieved.

5.4.3 In addition a viable HQPT service would also involve low floor easy access buses,
quick boarding and alighting through pre purchased tickets and central exit doors; easily
available route and timetable information; ancillary infrastructure such as shelters with
electronic displays and good lighting; mechanical reliability and promotion and branding of
routes and buses to encourage ridership.

5.4.4 The public transport network consists of distinct types of service:
High frequency ‘walk-on’ services, usually better than 10-12 minute frequencies;
30-60 minute regular frequency services; and

‘bespoke’ timetables targeted to specific demands e.g. community transport.
5.4.5 Where there is a need to change between vehicles as a direct link cannot be justified,
high quality interchanges, offering a pleasant, secure environment with refreshments

available, combined with intelligent timetabling to minimise waiting times, can be the key
factor in encouraging trips.
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5.4.6 Using data on the existing population located on each of the corridors and available
information regarding existing patronage on bus services on these corridors, an estimate was
made of the likely additional population required to support aviable HQPT bus service along
each corridor route.

Newmarket Corridor

5.4.7 Using the present limited stop half-hourly bus service as the basis for enhanced
provision, a population increase of between 7,000 to 8,300 would be needed to support a 10-
minute interval bus service either at High Quality Public Transport specification or, at least,
throughout the working day. Although there is a parald rail line, it takes considerably longer
to travel to Cambridge City Centre and also involves a longer walk at the Newmarket end. It
also entails a bus shuttle at the Cambridge end, which offers only 25% of the bus frequency,
i.e. every 40 minutes. Thus overall, rail has been disregarded as a serious alternative.

Haverhill Corridor

5.4.8 The best-performing option, given the existing infrastructure, would be the specified
High Quality Premiere level. Nevertheless, given sufficient priority measures to speed up the
operation, an enhanced working day frequency would generate worthwhile benefits, such as a
higher level of per capita ridership. High growth of 91% has already been achieved from the
doubling of the former service to haf-hourly. Population needs to increase by 7,000 to ensure
the commercia operation of an enhanced service.

Saffron Walden Corridor

5.4.9 This corridor hasrail facilities from Audley End and has three bus services. Improving
the bus service and serving the smaller settlements with feeders would cover operating costs
and come close to meeting the operator’s requirements. Improving the service level all day
would require some subsidy, but would make the overall service more attractive and would
increase the per capita ridership.

Royston Corridor

5.4.10 The favoured solution for this corridor would be two parallel 20-minute frequency
bus services on a coordinated interval, i.e. coordinated and managed bus frequency. The
inter-peak rail frequency could be enhanced at marginal physical infrastructure costs and may
generate sufficient additional business to cover the incremental operational costs. Insufficient
data is available to estimate the additional population needed to achieve suitable levels of
patronage on this corridor.

St. Neots Corridor

5.4.11 The operation of the premiere level 10-minute service (HQPT) assuming the
additional population at Cambourne would appear to be commercially viable without further
population. Two further hourly services could provide a secondary level of provision, half-
hourly between Cambridge and Cambourne and an hourly to St. Ives or St. Neots, which
could be further enhanced after the dualling of this section of the A428.

Huntingdon and St Ives Corridor

5.4.12 The overal service level currently provided already exceeds the High Quality
corridor specification and this is shown by the existing high per-capita ridership level.
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Secondary services operate to Willingham and other communities north of the A14 aswell as
via Cambourne to St lves.

Ely Corridor

5.4.13 This corridor enjoys both a 23 train per hour rail service and an hourly fast bus
service to Cambridge City supplemented by a 30-minute local service between Waterbeach
and Cambridge. In order for an HQPT standard of bus service to become viable the
population needs to be increased by 8,000, assuming that they were not also served by rail.
An additional half- hourly local train service would appear to be easily accommodated on the
existing infrastructure (subject to capacity constraints at Cambridge station), but it would
need an estimated population increase of 19,000 in proximity to a station to support it. This
could not be achieved by 2016.

Rail Investment and Potential

5.4.14 Rail is recognised as an important component of the existing and potential public
transport system of the Sub-Region. We have assumed that its potential will be developed
further and integrated within the overall development strategy. However, rail travel accounts
for arelatively small proportion of total travel. Rail stationswill continue to be provided at a
relatively small number of locations. Rail therefore cannot be the mode of choice for
everyone. But where rail access can be provided, it could be a vita ingredient in the core of
new and expanded settlements, giving a rapid and direct link to Cambridge and other major
centres.

5.4.15 If additional rail services were provided on four corridors (Newmarket, Audley End
on the Saffron Walden corridor, Royston and Ely), then the possibility exists of operating two
‘cross-Cambridge’ routes. However, this would involve additional capital costs of new units
and n Newmarket, possibly a new station or for activities to be centred on Dullingham
station. Also, feeder bus services would be required at Audley End. It may be better to link
al four ‘new’ legs to maximise efficiency. The Consultants consider that given current
uncertainties surrounding rail investment and the long lead times involved, the opportunities
for new development dependent on major rail investment are an unreliable basis for a Sub
Region’ s development strategy at this time.

5.5 Employment and Economy

5.5.1 Strong growth is anticipated in the Sub-Region. Forecasts suggest that some 75,000
additional jobs will arise over the period 1996 to 2016 (County Council estimate based on
‘Employment Change — Cambridge Sub Region, July 2000), an increase of over 30%, ard
this quantum of job growth is assumed to occur in al development options. This forecast was
based on former growth rates covering a slightly different area and presumes there will be
further alocations and windfalls, in addition to existing commitments over the Plan period.
The increase is largely driven by the strength of the high technology industries. The
clustering of information and communications technology and biotechnology, together with
the University’s strength in science and supporting businesses are of national importance.
The growth in population implied by RPG’s dwellings target would also require growth in
services located in existing service centres and alongside sites of population growth.

5.5.2 The location of employment growth within the Sub Region is important for the
development of a Sub-Regiona strategy and specifically for sustainability issues, such as the
need to travel, commuting by car and the access to jobs of those living in affordable housing.
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The approach adopted in the Study is to develop a ‘Base Case' for the location of jobs, which
would be common to all options, leaving a residual to be distributed according to the location
of development in each option. The analysis therefore takes into account both existing and
committed enployment and the potential to improve future distribution.

5.5.3 At present, about 41% of the jobs in the Sub Region are concentrated in Greater
Cambridge, i.e. the city plus adjacent built up areas, but only 29% of the population. The
Market Towns contain about 36% of the jobs and 32% of the population (or up to 35% if
periphera villages are included).

5.5.4 The substantial commitments of employment land in the Sub-Region as at 1998 will
largely determine where future employment growth will occur but the location of future job
growth cannot be predicted with certainty and will be influenced by the choice of
development strategy. However, the location of existing clusters and other drivers for change,
together with the pattern of land-use commitments for employment change, give some
indication of the possible future distribution of employment change. Some industry sectors
are expected to grow in al parts of the Sub Region including professional services and other
business services. Research and development and high technology aspects of the economy
aso have good potential, depending on loca strengths of particular clusters, e.g.
biotechnology, software development, electronics, telecommunications and medicine.

555 In the period 2001 to 2016 it is anticipated that employment growth in the
Cambridgeshire parts of the Sub Region could be distributed, as follows:

15% - 20% Cambridge — including health, retailing, computing, education and leisure.
Growth may be affected by congestion levels.

35% - 40% South Cambridgeshire - including computing, health and construction.
Growth will be affected by opportunity for expansion in major new developments and co-
ordination of transport investment including public transport links.

30% - 35% Huntingdonshire - including transport, wholesaling, computing, services,
health, retail and construction.

5% - 15% Fenland and East Cambridgeshire - including retailing, transport, wholesaling.

5.5.6 There is less information for those parts of the Sub Region outside Cambridgeshire,
but al areas have some potential for further economic growth.

5.5.7 The capacity for some 54,000 jobs exceeds the estimated 44,000 increase in jobs on
employment land. Only in Greater Cambridge, including some fringe areas outside the city
administrative area, and Huntingdon would the continuation of the past growth trend in jobs
exceed the jobs capacity of employment land commitments (allowing for about a third of the
extra jobs, like those in schools and shops, which would not require employment land). For
these two areas it is therefore a reasonable assumption, because growth potential exceeds
alocations, that these land allocations will be taken up in the Study period. There are also
one or two large proposals, which appear likely to go ahead, although the details are not
determined. It is assumed that these would be implemented and therefore they are
incorporated into the Base Case with assumptions on their capacity.
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Employment Capacity of Employment Land Committments (1998)
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5.5.8 However, the extent that commitments will be taken up over the plan period, especialy
the larger ones, depends onthe strength of market demand for space at the particular location.
In most areas the allocations greatly exceed the projected employment growth, so it is not
necessary to assume full take-up of allocations. Some large commitments are in places of
relatively weak demand, and some, such as MoD land at Alconbury, are likely to develop
over alonger period than the plan period. The Study has therefore made an assessment of the
potential for employment growth in and around the Market Towns, reflecting past growth and
a range of factors, such as the representation of high technology industry and road
connections. The conclusion from this is that Huntingdon stands out as having a high
potential, while Chatteris and Haverhill have a below average potential. Recent evidence for
Haverhill suggests that there is an increased employment land take-up, which may suggest a

somewhat better prospect than indicated in the comparative assessment undertaken. The other
Market Towns are assessed as broadly similar.
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5.5.9 Based on an analysis of commitments and growth potential, the additional quantum of
jobs has been distributed throughout the Sub Region.

5.5.10 The location of some 84% of this additional quantum is effectively determined by the
availability of committed land in areas of demand, and the service jobs, e.g. in schools, which
would locate with the committed expansion in housing. Thus the location of jobs is not a
major variable between options. The relative distribution in 2016 of jobs between Cambridge,
the Market Towns and rural areas remains virtually the same as that for 1996. However, the
distribution of dwellings resulting from the housing pipeline, produces a population shift
towards the rural areas. The remaining jobs are distributed according to each option. For
example, the new settlement will have a commercia centre and other services, as well as
employment land.
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6. THE RPG ELEMENTS: CAMBRIDGE CITY

6.1 RPG Elements

6.1.1 The RPG provides an order of preference for the location of new housing within the
Sub Region, as set out in Section 2.2 above. This, and the following Sections 7 — 9, examine
each of these elements in sequence, and then summarise the findings of separate studies,
which assess their potential and propensity to absorb additional development.

6.2 Cambridge City Approach and Findings

6.2.1 Cambridge City is the first element of the RPG sequence. There is a huge demand for
housing in Cambridge because of the concentration of jobs and services. However, there is
little land available within the inner boundary of the Green Belt in which the city could
expand and growth is generally occurring through conversion of other uses of land and
infilling small plots when they become available.

6.2.2 The ‘Cambridge — An Estimate of Urban Capacity’ (1998) report was reviewed to
provide an updated estimate of urban capacity for Cambridge in terms of new sites identified,
the progress of Local Plan allocations and outstanding permissions and revised policy
assumptions (e.g. car parking standards, density, change of use) and estimates of windfalls. In
terms of windfall development, the Report assumed that 70 dwellings per year would be
provided for the next 10 years, based on the current average number of completions. This
would then fall to 50 dwellings per year as the number of potential sitesis reduced.

6.2.3 A maor opportunity for developing large areas for housing in the city lies in the
Northern Fringe sites. The amount of development that could be absorbed by the Northern
Fringe is dependent on the density and other uses proposed. A separate study was undertaken
jointly by South Cambridgeshire District Council, Cambridge City Council and
Cambridgeshire County Council. This study considered six development options for the land,
which were subject to public consultation during November 2000. The resulting preferred
strategy, recently approved by the relevant Committees of the three local authorities, is a
mixed-use strategy, but allocates new dwelling numbers to each part of the site. The West
CNF siteis allocated up to 900 dwellings and the East CNF is allocated up to 1,530 or 1,950
dwellings (depending on alternative proposals for a waste management facility). This accords
well with this Study’ s assumptions of 945 dwellings for CNF West and 1,982 dwellings for
CNF East (assuming a substantial reduction in the land for the waste management facility).

6.2.4 The Sub Region Study, however, assumed the maximum amount of land is assigned to
residential use, in line with the Option 1B of the South Cambridgeshire Study (with an
assumed density of 45-60 dph). The Sub Region Study assigned the potential number of
houses that could be built in the Northern Fringe to the ‘Base Case', i.e. they were considered
to be aready committed and hence not a variable between the different development options
being formulated by the Study.

6.2.5 There is dso a significant need for affordable housing and special needs housing in
Cambridge. It was difficult to provide affordable housing in Cambridge, as Government
guidelines being applied require the provision of affordable housing, only on sites of 1
hectare and 25 units or more. There are few adequately sized sites in Cambridge and
developers tend to avoid building any affordable units by limiting their developments to 24
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units. However, RPG 6 Policy 10 now provides for the application of lower thresholds than
set out in Circular 6/98, i.e. down to developments of 15 dwellings or 0.5 hectares.

6.2.6 The Study has analysed possible ways of increasing the capacity of the city to absorb
more development and examined the possible consequence of various options, such as
increasing the density of development and encouraging infilling and backland devel opment.

6.2.7 Cambridge adready has areas of high-density development, such as 3-4 storey terraces
in inner Cambridge and modern flats and apartments also near to the centre of the city. It has
a market for higher density development over a larger area than the other towns in the Sub-
Region, although the further out of the city centre, the lower the commercial incentives are to
build at higher densities, due to lower land values. The planning policy and density review
work suggested densities as high as 130 dph were redlistic for flats in the city centre,

compared to 45 dph for detached and semi-detached houses that would be built on the urban
fringe. Whilst higher densities are therefore feasible, developments would need to be well

designed to ensure good residential amenity.

6.2.8 Loca Plan policies already encourage the subdivision of existing residential properties,
subject to certain conditions, such as parking provison and refuse storage. They aso
encourage the provision of residential accommodation over shops as an attempt to increase
the number of housing units in the city. Policies are permissive of the change of use of
employment land into residential use and the loss of residential land is strongly resisted.
However, backland development is often not permitted. The planning policy and density
review work suggests that, in light of growth pressures, there could be greater latitude for
backland development if access requirements are met. Innovative urban design models for
backland development could be applied to the Sub Region, eg. small dwellings in rear
gardens. However, there are practical difficulties of land assembly and the likelihood of
public controversy. Even if the market for this kind of development is favourable and policies
were permissive, the land yield and number of housing units that could be achieved would be
relatively small compared to the Sub Region’s need.

6.2.9 Other means of increasing the capacity of the urban area to absorb development would
be a new incentive scheme to encourage ‘living over the shop’ (LOTS) and areduction in the
minimum car parking standards (for conversions), with a looser fitting system of targets.
However, this may cause more congestion, particularly if public transport is not improved.

6.2.10 The Cambridge Loca Plan protects open spaces of recreational and environmental
value. The City Council do not consider that allotments represent a significant opportunity
for urban densfication and there is considerable local opposition to their development.
However, the Study did explore the consequences of building on alotments and higher
density development with reduced car parking and open space provision would not yield
significant numbers on allotments and site layout would also need careful consideration.

6.2.11 A subsequent exercise to examine the environmental capacity of allotment sites in
Cambridge distinguished between allotments that could be potential sites for development,
those that could have potential for development, but require enhancement or creation of a
landscape framework and those that are not currently suitable for development. It is worth
pointing out at this stage that allotment sites were only used when formulating the Cambridge
centred option of the four development options. This is because of their wider environmental
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value, policy consideration and the limited capacity that they would yield (at net densities of
90 dph 2 allotment sites in the south west of Cambridge would only provide 250 units).

6.3 Broad Findings

6.3.1 The assessment found that the net additional dwelling capacity of Cambridge City to
2016 was 4,270 dwellings (with the use of alotment land) and 2,570 units (without the use of
alotment land), at assumed densities ranging from 65 — 100 dph. These dwelling capacities
were derived prior to more detailed capacity, implementation and sustainability tests to refine
capacities for use in determining the options. The dwelling capacity of Cambridge is
therefore not dependent on the release of allotment land. There are a range of possible
capacities depending on density assumptions and the rate at which previously developed land
comes forward for development. This assessment essentially validates the main finding of the
1998 Capacity Study that there is limited capacity within Cambridge.
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7. THE RPG ELEMENTS: GREEN BELT REVIEW

7.1 Context

7.1.1 The Study Specification and Regiona Planning Guidance (RPG) for East Anglia
require a review of the Cambridge Green Belt taking full account of the purposes of the
Green Belt as set out in the national Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 (PPG 2).

7.1.2 The dtrategic thrust of the Green Belt review has been to consider the role of Green
Belt adjoining and close to the urban edge, in line with the preferred sequence of Regional
Planning Guidance. Nevertheless, consideration has also been given to the role of the Green
Belt surrounding the villages. We consider that there are some limited opportunities for
further village expansion in the Green Belt provided that they are complementary to the
overall strategy particularly in relation to improved public transport routes.

7.1.3 A review was undertaken of PPG2, the Cambridge Green Belt Local Plan, the Green
Belt Local Authority Local Plans, previous studies on the Green Belt and the Study
Specification, which was followed by discussions with the Green Belt local authorities.

7.1.4 The inner boundary of the Green Belt around Cambridge was first defined in 1965,
with the outer boundary being detailed in 1971. Changes in the Green Belt have taken place
since then and the current boundaries were identified in the Cambridge Green Belt Local Plan
in 1992, with some revisions through the Cambridge Local Plan 1997. Recent studies have
highlighted a number of sites that have been considered suitable for removal from the Green
Belt.

7.2 Green Belt Purposes

7.2.1 Aninitia analysis of the relationship between the five PPG2 purposes of Green Belt
and the aims of the Cambridge Green Belt Loca Plan was undertaken. This was then
compared with the aims of the Study.

7.2.2 The Cambridge Green Belt Local Plan identifies the main aim of the plan as being: ‘To
preserve the special character of Cambridge and to maintain the quality of its setting’. This
corresponds to one of the PPG purposes, specifically: ‘To preserve the setting and special
character of historic towns’.

7.2.3 The Study aims suggest that areas within the Green Belt should °‘contribute
significantly to the setting of the City, especialy in terms of views of the City skyline and
interface between city and countryside’.

7.2.4 The specific aims of the Cambridge Green Belt that relate to the other PPG2 purposes
of Green Belt are, as follows:

‘To control the urban expansion of Cambridge’, which relates to the PPG2 purpose of ‘To
check the uncontrolled sprawl of large built up areas'.

‘To prevent the further coalescence of settlements’, which relates to the PPG2 purpose of
‘To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another’.

7.2.5 The remaining specific aims of the Cambridge Green Belt closely relate to the PPG2
objectives in the use of land.
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7.2.6 The purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt were discussed with the Green Belt local
authorities. It was agreed that the * setting and character’ and that ‘ prevention of coalescence’
were the key purposes. It was also agreed that ‘control of urban expansion’ should be
interpreted as ‘management of urban expansion’ with the Green Belt Review highlighting
those areas that could potentially be considered for development in the light of future
requirements.

7.2.7 It wasthen agreed with the Steering Group that the following two purposes are critical
to the Cambridge Green Belt:

Primary Purpose: To preserve the special character of Cambridge and to maintain the
quality of its setting. Inherent in this purpose are the two further PPG 2 purposes of
controlling the urban expansion of Cambridge and safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment. Both these functions were considered of relevance in assessing the overall
setting of the City of Cambridge.

Secondary Purpose: To prevent further coalescence of settlements. It was agreed with the
steering group that to adversely affect the intricate settlement pattern within the Cambridge
greenbelt would result in significant change in the setting of the city. Significant coalescence
within the green belt, would aso risk compromising other green belt functions of controlling
the urban extenson of Cambridge and also of safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment.

7.2.8 Further consultation was held with the Steering Group regarding the definition of
setting and specia character and the following was agreed:

Soecial Character, in addition to the City’s historic core and associated university colleges,
COMmprises:

the green corridors and wedges connecting the city with the countryside; and,

the separation between settlements to ensure thelir clear identity.

Setting comprises:
views of the city; and,
the placement and character of villages surrounding the city and the interface between
the city and the countryside.

7.2.9 It is therefore apparent that the two main purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt
consider the remaining Green Belt functions as identified within PPG2. These two purposes
are thus both complementary and as interpreted, are comprehensive in addressing Green Belt
functions in the context of Cambridge and as such provided a suitable framework for a Green
Belt Review. There will inevitably be a tension between maintaining the Green Belt and
accommodating future development needs. The planning authorities will have to consider
how to resolve this tension in their Development Plans. Our approach has been to use the
purposes of the Green Belt as the guiding principles in the consideration of strategic
development options.

7.2.10 There is considerable overlap between the issues of setting and the nature of the
special character of the city, which needed to be taken account of in the review. Comments
from the Countryside Agency regarding the concept of Environmental Capital/Capacity were
also incorporated into the review at a more detailed level by producing an Environmental
Capacity Assessment Framework. This framework was applied to sites within the Green Belt
to determine the wider range of environmental assets present at this level.
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7.2.11 All sites within the Cambridge Green Belt were assessed in terms of fulfilling both
primary and secondary purposes, i.e. setting and special character and prevention of
coalescence at both the strategic and the site-specific levels. The concepts of Landscape
Character and Environmental Capacity were also incorporated into the review as these are
closely linked to the assessment of the likelihood of impacts on both setting and potential
coal escence.

7.2.12 The strategic review of the Green Belt highlighted in broad terms areas where
potential development could be accommodated and those areas where it would adversely
effect setting and character and/or coal escence.

7.2.13 This was further refined by individual site assessments of sites within the Sites
Database using the concept of Environmental Capacity as well as ascertaining whether sites
fulfilled the two Green Belt purposes. The entire periphery of Cambridge was assessed at this
level as well as further sites around Green Belt villages and the remainder of the Green Belt
at a broad level. All sites were characterised into potential sites identified for development
and those sites where either the primary and/or the secondary purposes of the Cambridge
Green Belt apply.

7.2.14 The methodology adopted for the Green Belt Review can be summarised. The
Cambridge Green Belt Study reviewed the Green Belt at the strategic level in order to
identify areas, which may have the potential to accommodate housing development. The
entire Green Belt was firstly assessed a a broad level to establish those areas where
development could be accommodated without comprising the agreed Green Belt purposes.
The ‘setting and special character’ of land within the Green Belt was assessed in terms of :

Local character areas

Topography
Views of the city

The interface between the city with its surrounding villages and the countryside.

7.2.15 The primary purpose of character and setting was examined by the assessment against
the following factors:

Loca Character Areas - the capacity of an area to accommodate change is largely
dependant upon landscape character. Different landscape character areas have different
capacities to accommodate change. A landscape with an enclosed character, flat
topography and a well-developed vegetation structure would generally have a greater
capacity to accommodate change than open chalkland with rolling topography.
Topography - this is critical with regards to the setting of Cambridge as it influences the
visibility of the city as well as influencing landscape character.

Visibility and cones of view - visibility of the historic core of the city is generally limited
to identified cones of view from the Green Belt. Development within these cones could
affect the character and setting of the city. Similarly the relationship between the
rural/urban edge of both the periphery of Cambridge and the Green Belt villages could be
influenced by development within these areas. Development could either adversely affect
the setting of this edge or conversely where the existing edge is of low visua quality,
devel opment within a strong landscape structure could provide positive benefits.
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7.2.16 The secondary purpose of prevention of coalescence was assessed at this broad level
by examining the relationship of settlements to the built-up area of Cambridge. This
established broad areas where both physical and visual separation could be maintained
between Cambridge and villages within the Green Belt.

7.2.17 The next phase of the methodology looked at sites identified by the Sites Database by
applying an Environmental Capacity Framework assessment to each site. This determined the
effect of development with respect to the following aspects:

Landscape and Setting - this determined the relationship of the site to the historic core of
the city and the effect of development on the current urban or village edge. Proximity to
green corridorg/fingers/wedges was noted as was the importance of the site in preventing
coal escence.

Vegetation Structure - this is an important determinant in establishing a site’s capacity to
accommodate devel opment.

Topography - this is another important aspect in determining capacity.

Biodiversity - this assessed at a broad level the conservation status and habitats present on
the site.

Transport - proximity to the seven corridors was noted.

7.2.18 This second phase of the methodology alowed grading of sites in terms of their
suitability for potential development.

7.2.19 The capacity of an area to accommodate change is strongly influenced by its
landscape character and topography. As an example, a landscape with an enclosed character
resulting from a flat topography and well-devel oped vegetation structure could accommodate
change relatively easily without necessarily affecting setting. Further screening by vegetation
may be required to achieve this but this would not adversely affect the existing landscape
character. By contrast an open chalkland character with rolling topography would generally
have an extremely limited capacity to absorb development. Analysis of areas within the
Green Belt in terms of landscape character and topography was therefore an important first
step in assessing effects on setting and character, providing a basis for further examination of
potential areas which could be removed from the Green Belt.

7.2.20 An analysis of views of the city from the Green Belt revealed there are relatively few
locations where the historic core to the city is visible. Where views do exig, it is vital that
these are not adversely affected by the subsequent placement of. This analysis provided a
means of highlighting areas within the Green Belt which are particularly sensitive in terms of
the special character aspect of setting.

7.2.21 The next strategic aspect of setting and special character was the relationship of the
current rural/urban edge, on the inner boundary of the city and elsewhere, i.e. the village edge
within the Green Belt. This aspect is closaly linked to the existing vegetation structure and
topography, which influences the capacity of areas on the urban edge to accommodate
development. It is also important that such development does not affect the green corridors
and wedges that extend into the city and which are important aspects of Special Character.
The concept of ‘green fingers' isillustrated in the previous Cambridge Green Belt Landscape
Setting Sudy. They are important elements of city and Green Belt character and as such are
of relevant consideration within the Green Belt Review. These link to ‘green corridors,
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which are covered by policy NE5 within the Cambridge Local Plan. ‘Green Wedges' is a
term used in the Study to refer to both green fingers and green corridors.

7.2.22 Areas where development could potentially be placed without having a negative
effect on the urban/rural edge were identified from this analysis. In some cases devel opment
may have a positive effect on the appearance of this edge, given adequate landscape planting.

7.2.23 Prevention of coalescence, the secondary purpose of the Green Belt, was examined at
the strategic level by examining the degree of visual and actual separation, which would need
to be maintained between settlements. This analysis revealed that there were areas where
development could potentially be accommodated within the Green Belt without generating
coalescence and that this was strongly influenced by factors such as vegetation pattern,
intervening topography and the location of existing development. In a number of cases
however, the potential impact of coalescence on the form and setting of the city and the
Green Belt villages was considered incompatible with new development.

7.3 Broad Findings

7.3.1 The broad findings from this overall strategic review of the Green Belt are:

Development between Girton and Histon to the north-west of the city could create visual
coalescence between the two villages. This is due to the open nature of the intervening
countryside, which aso forms one of the important Green Fingers/Corridors into the city
contributing to special character. The placement of development between these villages
would therefore conflict with both purposes of the Green Belt.

Previous studies have suggested that development could be placed to the west of
Cambridge, between the city and the villages of Coton and Madingley. The relatively
enclosed, rolling landscape could potentially accommodate development. However, site
surveys undertaken for this Study found that there were no opportunities to develop close
to the city boundary without affecting the existing interface between the city and the
countryside, one of the important aspects of setting. Furthermore, the ecological and
historical importance of the area was likely to generate further constraints to sustainable
development.

The potential for development to the south of the city, along the existing transport
corridors and river valleys presented a more varied picture. Here the low topography and
high density of tree cover means that some areas have potential to accommodate
development. The creation of wooded landscape frameworks to contain development
could be appropriate in this area. However, in other areas, setting could be affected by
development by impinging on the River Cam and Hobson's Brook Green
Finger’ s/corridors. Further coalescence between the existing settlements of Trumpington
and Great Shelford could also result unless the placement of development was carefully
considered.

Development to the south-east of Cambridge would be more likely to affect both setting
and coal escence due to the open chalkland landscape of the Gog Magog Hills, which have
views towards the historic core of the city. The sengitivity of this landscape therefore
precludes development in this area.

A flatter but dill relatively open landscape extends to the east of Cambridge.
Development between Cherry Hinton, Teversham and Fulbourn would be likely to create
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coalescence athough some enclosure, potentialy alowing development, exists
immediately north of Fulbourn (and south of the railway line). A master plan would be
required for development a Cambridge Airport. Development could only be
accommodated by the creation of a wooded landscape framework and a retained
Teversham Green Finger (or green fingers), a significant component of the landscape
setting of the city.

Development between the Newmarket road (A1303) to the east of the city and the village
of Milton would generally lead to coalescence between Fen Ditton and the city. However,
there are some areas in this part of the Green Belt with an existing enclosed character,
where development could be placed without affecting either coalescence or setting.

Development between some villages could also lead to coaescence due to the open
nature of the parts of the landscape. However, sometimes in vllages within the Green
Belt, there are a limited number of areas on the periphery where enclosure by hedgerows
and trees would allow some development without adversely affecting either coalescence
or the relationship between the village edge and the surrounding countryside.

7.3.2 Following this broad overview of the Green Belt, a number of sites were identified for
further study. These were sites that did not possess characteristics that were recognised as
being of particular importance: Grade 1 agricultural land (or best and most versatile land),
sites of national importance for wildlife, eg. Sites of Special Scientific Importance and
Scheduled Ancient Monuments. Sites possessing such characteristics were excluded from
further analysis as potential development sites.

7.3.3 Potential sites which were put forward were analysed in greater depth by recording an
Environmental Capacity Assessment Framework sheet for each site. This examined the
following aspects:

Landscape and setting - this recorded setting and coalescence issues, (as applied at the
previous strategic overview stage), which were directly applicable to the site.

Vegetation structure - the presence of hedgerows, trees and woodland was established.
This influences not only the capacity of sites to accommodate change and also indicates
the presence of habitats for wildlife.

Topography - this is another important aspect at the site level in determining capacity to
accommodate change.

Biodiversity - this was considered at afairly broad level, considering current conservation
status of the site, proximity to Green Corridors and identifying the presence of water-
bodies which could be potential habitats for wildlife.

Transport - the proximity to bus routes, public footpaths, cycleways and railways was
recorded to determine the potential of the site in encouraging sustainable transport.

7.3.4 By analysing these Environmental Capacity Framework sheets it was possible to grade
sites in terms of their potential suitability for development and, in addition, sites were
selected on the basis of whether they still fulfilled the two identified Green Belt purposes.
They also have been assessed in broad terms for potential impacts on biodiversity and
proximity to sustainable modes of transport.
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7.3.5 The scope for Green Belt boundary revisions is directly related to this ste
identification. Some 32 sites around the inner boundary and 31 other Green Belt sites were
carefully assessed. The following maps indicate the potential capacity, which could be used
within the Green Belt boundary. However, it is important to state that the application of
remaining capacity and sustainability criteria (see Section 10 and Annex A below) at the site
specific level was the next step in determining whether these sites represent the most
sustainable devel opment option.

7.3.6 The assessment concluded that the net additional dwelling capacity of the Green Belt
to 2016, in the feasible locations described above, was 12,250 dwellings, at assumed density
ranges of 45 — 65 dph. These dwelling capacities were derived prior to more detailed
capacity, implementation and sustainability tests to refine capacities for use in the options.

7.3.7 When the Green Belt boundary is amended through formal review, the local planning
authorities will be expected to ensure that sufficient land & identified for the foreseeable
future. This is generally accepted as 25 years, which goes beyond the main timescale of this
Study, which only runs to 2016. However, the housing requirements tested already include
some flexibility for needs beyond 2016. Paragraph 10.2.1 notes that each option has some
spare capacity to accommodate development above the requirement. Moreover, if a
development strategy is chosen that does not use al suitable Green Belt sites, that potential
could be held in reserve for the longer term.

Option 1 Potential Green Belt Development (approximately 11,000 dwellings)

©  Crown Copyright. All rights ressrved Cambridgeshire County Council LA 07648 X 2001
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Option 2 Potential Green Beit Development (approximately 8,000 dwellings)

] A 07649 X 2001

Option 3/3A Potential Green Belt Development (approximately 4,000 dwellings)

Al y Council LA X 07649 X 2001
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8. THE RPG ELEMENTS. NEW SETTLEMENT
8.1 Approach

8.1.1 Following a number of proposas for new settlements made during the Public
Examination into Draft Regiona Planning Guidance in 1999 and initial work done during
this Study, the Consultants undertook a full evaluation of potential new settlement sites
throughout the Sub Region. The basic search parameters, following Policy 25 of RPG 6, were
that any site would need to be located on one of the seven major corridors with existing or
potential high quality public transport (HQPT) links to Cambridge. The search area was
defined as a 2000 metre band (1,000 metres either side) of the main roads from the outer edge
of the Cambridge Green Belt to the Market Towns of Newmarket, Haverhill, Saffron
Walden, Royston, St Neots, Huntingdon/St Ives, and Ely. These incorporated rail corridors
where these ran close to the main roads, but an exclusively rail corridor without a nearby
trunk road was omitted, since a large settlement must have good road access to Cambridge.
This is a requirement for provision of direct high quality bus services and other essential
vehicle movement.

8.1.2 Additional to these locational and transport criteria, other requirements for candidate
sites included the capacity to accommodate at least 6,000 dwellings and associated uses and
preferably up to 10,000 or more. This number of dwellings would house approximately
15,000 — 25,000 people. The Steering Group advising on the Study asked the consultants to
take an optimistic yet realistic view of the rate at which a new settlement might grow and
hence its potential size by 2016. Implementation on site is unlikely to begin before 2006,
leaving ten years of growth in the plan period. The maximum rate of growth in any year is
unlikely to exceed 1,000 dwellings, based on experience at other large-scale developments,
and the early years would almost certainly experience development below 500 per annum.
An average rate of growth of 600 per annum therefore represents a very successful rate of
progress - resulting in our estimate of 6,000 dwellings. The figure of 6,000 dwellings also
represented. a basic sustainability threshold, e.g. large enough to support a new secondary
school and associated facilities; and 10,000 dwellings was considered appropriate as it would
provide potential for post-2016 development needs and for supporting a wider range of
facilities within the settlement. The RPG then went on to specify further criteria

. Proximity to Cambridge;

. location on or facilitating the provision of high quality public transport;

. the avoidance of nationa nature and historic environment designations;

. the avoidance of major groundwater protection areas and floodplain;

. making maximum use of previously developed land; and,

. avoidance of loss of high quality agricultural land as far as possible.

8.1.3 Further, athough this strictly was a sifting factor rather than an absolute criterion,
RPG guidance made it clear that a new settlement should be ‘close to Cambridge’. Although
not defined, the County Council’s view expressed in the Public Examination was that within

5 miles distance was desirable and within 10 miles essential. Avoiding coalescence with
other settlements was not assumed to be a constraint.
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8.1.4 A practical search criterion arising from the capacity requirement was that the site had
sufficient land to accommodate the minimum 6,000 dwellings. This was estimated following
areview of appropriate residential densities, sufficiently high to meet current PPG criteria yet
maintaining good design quality. New urban village schemes provided one of a number of
yardsticks examined, from which a high but practicable density of 50 dwellings per ha (dph)
net was provisionally adopted. Together with nonresidential uses, the total land required for
a 6,000 dwelling settlement was estimated to be 300 ha and 500 ha for 10,000 dwellings.
However, in the event that the residential density assumption should be considered too high,
a lower net density of 38.5 dph would only increase the size of site envelope required by
about 7%, e.g. from 300 to 321 ha.

8.1.5 It is emphasised that identification of new settlement options formed part of the
process of testing broader options for accommodating growth. New settlement alternatives
were identified smply for that purpose as genera locations, not to identify ‘best sites and
certainly not to prepare recommendations for site selection. There was no presupposition that
particular sites or outline proposals put forward by developers would be explicitly tested at
any stage of the option development. However, proposals that met many of the requisite
criteria were likely to overlap with new settlement options, in part if not wholly.

8.1.6 The search process involved the preparation of a long list of potential settlement
locations. It was carried out through an overlay, on the measured corridors, of map data
showing settlements and constraints and using field observations along each corridor. The
areas that were broadly unconstrained, provided the basis for a long list of settlements,
identified by application of a grid square overlay of the approximate size required for a new
settlement. After identifying broad locations, the Consultants defined settlement sites for the
purposes of appraisal. Variants on these site envelopes may be possible, but it was
impracticable to deal with numerous variations for a considerable number of settlement
locations. (For brevity the word ‘site’ is used in the report, but should be regarded as no more
than the *area of search’ adopted for testing purposes.) A small number of sites were included
which did not wholly meet all the criteria but which had sufficient grounds for at least broad
consideration. On the other hand, new settlement ‘concept’ proposals were excluded, where
these lacked a defined, suitable corridor location, e.g. ‘Socia City of East Anglia . Thisleft a
long list of 15 candidate sites, each having with the exception of Cambourne broadly
sufficient capacity for 6,000 dwellings (taking into account realistic extensions) including at
least one on each corridor, see Figure XX and the table below.

8.1.7 Step 2 involved specification and application of the criteria set out in paragraph 8.1.12
together with additional transport and accessibility criteria. This included the Consultants
interpretation of ‘PPG 25 - Development and Flood Risk’ constraints. The approach adopted
is detailed below
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Potential New Settlement Sites
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Long List of New Settlement Sites

New Settlement L ocation

Distancefrom
Cambridge!

Corridor/Distance from other
Towns

Cambridge Heath *

16.5 km (10.3 miles)

A11 Newmarket 8.7 km (5.4 miles)

Hor seheath

21.5 km (13.4 miles)

A1017 Haverhill 6.2 km (3.9 miles)

Great Abington

14.5 km (9.1 miles)

A1017 Haverhill 14.7 km ( 9.2 miles)
A11/B184 Saffron Walden. 9.5 km (5.9
miles)

Duxford

12.6km (7.8 miles)

B184 Saffron Walden 9.8 km (6.1 miles)

Great Chesterford

19.5 km (12.2 miles)

A11/B1383 Saffron Walden. 6.3 km (3.9
miles)

Meldreth-Melbourn

15 km (9.4 miles)

A10 Royston 6 km (3.8 miles)

Royston North

20 km (12.5 miles)

A10 Royston 2.2 km (1.4 miles)

Childerley Gate

10.5km (6.6 miles)

A428 St Neots 17.8 km (11.1 miles)

Cambour ne(extensions) °

13.5 km (8.4 miles)

A428 St Neots 14.2 km (8.9 miles)

Caxton Gibbet

17 km (10.6 miles)

A428 St. Neots 10.8 km (6.8 miles)

Wyton *

29 km (18.1 miles)

A141 Huntingdon 5.0 km (3.1 miles)

L ongstanton/Oakington *
New settlement expansion

13.5 km (8.4 miles)

Al4 Stives10.7 km (6.7 miles)/ Al14
Huntingdon 17.7 km (11.1 miles)

Bar Hill (extensions)

11 km (6.9 miles)

A14 Huntingdon 15.1 km (9.4 miles)

Wilburton

17 km (10.6 miles)

A10 Ely 8.4 km (5.3 miles)

Water beach*
New settlement expansion A
New settlement expansion B

11.5 km (7.2 miles)

A10 Ely13 km (8 miles)

Notes:

1 Distance from Cambridge City centre (bus station/Drummer Street) to centre of new settlement, via main

roads.
2 Alsoknown as‘6 Mile Bottom'.

3 Developers additional proposed dwellings are 4,550 only.

* MoD sites; potential expansion areas identified for Longstanton-Oakington and Waterbeach.
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Application of Criteriato New Settlement Sites

8.1.8 Criteria were grouped into four categories:

‘Absolute’ criteria, interpreting this as unalterable factors, especially distance from
Cambridge, and irreplaceable assets. National designations, such as SSSIs and GPZ1s
were treated as ‘absolute’ criteria, although in exceptional circumstances a GPZ1
borehole for example could be closed down;

‘Non-absolute’ environmental criteria, encompassing flood plain setting and risk,
drainage difficulty, use of brownfield land, environmental capacity, pollution and
nuisance factors, existence of high quality agricultural land;

Accessibility criteria, including HQPT and rail access, access to the motorway and trunk
road network, facilitation of park and ride. These take account of ease of general sub-
regional access, not just to Cambridge City. The implications of the CHUMMS transport
study recommendations and local service opportunities were also taken into account.

Capacity and implementation criteria, including long term expansion potential,
development complexity (excluding site ownership fctors) and competition with other
devel opment sites.

8.1.9 The ahility to deliver development options in the Sub-Region strategy is a vital
consideration, otherwise the strategy would be unrealistic. However, ease of implementation
has not been assumed to override the need for a sustainable development pattern. Therefore,
the assessment of development complexity has been treated such that where there are clear
impediments to development, such as complexity of sites, where a very long period would be
required for development of a landscape framework. These factors have been taken into
account in the overall assessment of sites but are not regarded as absol ute.

8.1.10 Additionadly in the evaluation of new settlements, considerable weight is given to
whether the site could potentially deliver development beyond 2016 and whether
development would be in competition with other developments in the vicinity.

8.1.11 Although a number of developers have advanced land ownership and land options as
an advantage in bringing about their proposals, this is specifically excluded as a factor in the
analysis as our information may not be complete on al sites and it may change over time.
The local planning authorities may need to take account of this issue if it appears to be a
significant factor when specific locations are considered for inclusion in the development
plan. Also, the selected strategy must include a range of sites that can be delivered in the
early part of the plan period. It should be noted that the Cambridge Sub-Region
Implementation Study is considering issues of deliverability in much more depth.

8.1.12 The implementation criteria applied to the long list of sites did not include ease and
the cost of providing water and sewage treatment and cost of needed road improvements, not
because these are unimportant, but since it was unnecessary to apply these to sites, which
would be eliminated on other grounds. It is thus more appropriate to take these criteria into
account following identification of a short list of preferred sites.

8.1.13 It has been argued that housing provision to meet the needs of Cambridge workers, as
opposed to London commuters, could be a criterion of site preference. It has been stated, for
example, that this might favour sites to the north of the city. The Consultants recognise these
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considerations, which are reflected in the current policy of restraint to the south of
Cambridge. However, this issue is part of a broader strategic issue which the new Structure
Plan must address, i.e. to what extent will it be accepted for the Sub-Region to cater for
housing demands arising at Stansted and other locations to the south of this County. Thisis
not a matter required to be adjudged within the Study Specification, nor is there sufficient
information on commuting trends on which to base any quantitative assessment. Therefore it
has not been treated as a relevant criterion.

8.1.14 The table below sets out the grouped criteria adopted for Stage 2 appraisal of
candidate new settlement sites.

Criteriafor Assessment of Long List of Potential New Settlement Sites

CRITERIA MEASUREMENT

AbsoluteCriteria

Proximity to Cambridge | Road distance between centre of new settlement to Cambridge city
centre (bus station/Drummer Street)

Avoiding key national County Council GIS data - SSSIs, scheduled ancient monuments,

designations RAMSARs, minera reserves, archaeologica designations, ancient
woodland, conservation areas within site

Presence of GPZ1s County Council GIS data

Gradel agricultural land | DEFRA (MAFF) data

Non-Absolute Environmental Criteria

Flood risk / Flood Plain* | Flood risk, flood mitigation position (based on discussons with
Environment Agency) / Part or whole located in flood plain from
indicative flood plain maps published by Environment Agency

Drainage difficulty Assessment based on discussions with Environment Agency

GPZs2and 3 County Council GIS data

Environmental capacity ° | Assessment of landscape and environmental suitability for development,
based on field visits

Pollution /nuisance issues | Motorway and aircraft noise, landfill sites, factory emissions, electricity
grid pylons

Good qudity agricultural | Grade 2/3 agricultural land or ‘Best and Most Versdtile (BMV)

land ® agricultural land, DEFRA (MAFF) data

Brownfield land Existing documentation and estimates by Consultants

Accessibility to Cambridge and Sub-Region

Motorway access Straight line distance from centre of new settlement to nearest junction on
the M11-A14-A11 ‘motorway’ trianale

Trunk road sub-regional | Length of trunk road within 8km/5miles of centre of new settlement
accessibility

CHUMMS implications | CHUMMS highway transport and accessibility impact — neutral, positive
or negative
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HQPT potential Dedicated bus/rail track potential *
Accesstorall line Straight line distance to nearest rail line from new settlement centre
Accessto rail station Straight line distance to nearest rail station from new settlement centre

Cambridge accessibility | Accessibility to Park and Ride sites
(nark and Ride)
Local service Proximity to Market Towns and links to surrounding villages
opportunities

Capacity and | mplementation Criteria

Long-term site capacity | Capacity of proposed site to absorb 10,000 dwellings or more

Competition with other | Proximity to similar large-scale schemes (Cambourne)
sites

Complexity of site including site fragmentation related to
environmental designations, roads, etc. and extent of required
landscape framework work required

Development
complexity

Covering risk to both proposed development and settlement elsewhere.
Surface environmental capacity covering landscape, topography and ecology.

Adeguate data distinguishing BMV land was not available. A provisiona categorisation treated
Grade 1 agricultural land as an absolute constraint and Grade 2 land as non-absol ute.

4 Related to existing tracks with available capacity. Ordinary bus HQPT excluded as can be
provided from each settlement.

Relative Significance of Criteria

8.1.15 Even where it is difficult to quantify or weight many criteria, there is often
acknowledgement that certain criteria are more important than others. The Consultants made
the following judgements:

Absolute criteria as defined above should carry most weight. This means that distance
from Cambridge (taking into account road length) is of key significance. Regardless of
mode, every 100m further travelled will increase energy use and impact adversely on
sustainability;

Landscape and environmental suitability and long-term expansion potential are critical
factors;

A flood plain setting is considered an inherent disadvantage, although flood risk can be
mitigated by development design. Similarly, basic environmental nuisances, which would
impact on residents’ environment, like motorway noise and presence of landfill sites, are
treated as significant disadvantages.

8.1.16 Clearly other factors are very important, e.g. use of brownfield land for development
is a national sustainability objective. In the Cambridge context, however, it is not likely to
meet a high proportion of housing needs, especially over the long-term. k is also worth
emphasising that transport criteria must reflect the reality of road accessibility for bus, truck
and car use.
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8.1.17 Assessment of sites against criteria considers differences. If all sites appear the same
for a particular criteria, it is not necessary to replicate that assessment. As an example, no
differences of drainage difficulty have been identified between sites, with one exception, and
thus drainage is not described for each site.

CHUMMS Implications

8.1.18 The A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-modal Study (CHUMMY) tested four basic
strategy options for the corridor:

1 apublic transport solution,(Guided Busway along Cambridge-St. Ives line)

2 an Al4 online widening Horningsea to Fenstanton plus bypass to Godmanchester
and Brampton, along with Guided Busway, as option 1 above.

3 aNorthern Alternative Bypass Route with LRT or Heavy Rail.

4 aSouthern Alternative Route, plus Guided Busway as option 1.

8.1.19 Two further options were aso tested following initial public consultation, a hybrid
scheme involving a northern bypass of Milton and Oakington with on-line widening to
Fenstanton, with the remainder of elements as option 2; and an outer route for Al14 via
Somersham, Ely and Newmarket.

8.1.20 On the basis of this testing work, the Study has put forward recommendations in the
form of a‘Preferred Plan’. Its key elements, which are essentially as option 2 above, are:

1 Guided Busway- Huntingdon to Cambridge City Centre, with a link to Trumpington and

Addenbrooke’s, (later to be considered, running from Chesterton within existing rail

corridor to City station and onto Trumpington). Also, this would be part of a wider bus

network.

A range of Park and Ride facilities associated with 1.

Further public transport priorities in Cambridge and Huntingdon.

4 On-line widening of Al14 from Horningsea to Fenstanton to dual 3 lane standard with
local parallel roads.

5 Provision of anew dua 3-lane dual-carriageway from Fenstanton to west of A1, running
south of Godmanchester, Huntingdon and Brampton.

6 Interchange modifications at Histon and Milton, including measures to enable buses to
cross A14 (associated with new Park and Ride facilities).

7 M11, junction 13 and14 alterations.

8 Acknowledgement of the needs of nonmotorised travellers, including cycle interchange
with public transport.

9 Further demand management measures in Cambridge.

10 Rail improvement schemes like the East-West rail are seen as beneficial to the Study
area and new stations in Cambridge are recognised as offering new interchange
opportunities.

W N

8.1.21 The basic impact of the CHUMMS recommerdations is to improve general transport
provision and accessibility to Cambridge for new settlement sites in the Cambridge-
Huntingdon corridor - Wyton, Longstanton-Oakington, and Bar Hill. Conversely it is likely
to exacerbate congestion problems related o the A10 and potential new settlements there of
Waterbeach and Wilburton. For all other sitesit is considered to have a neutral impact.

C:\Documents And Settings\Fp336\L ocal Settings\Temporary Internet FileSOLK 7\Final Cg‘«:%epormoc



Colin Buchanan and Partners

Cambridge Sub Region Study — Final Report

8.2 Broad Findings

8.2.1 The application of the selected criteria led to a grouping of the candidate sites in three
categories: sites directly eliminated, sites performing better but still subject to major
disadvantages (identified as lower priority) and sites accorded the higher priority (see below).
This categorisation represents a judgement about relative advantages and disadvantages,
which cannot be neatly quantified and the respective merits of various locations are finely
balanced. With this proviso the Consultants' classification of the 15 long list sites, with key

criteria assessments, is shown below.

8.2.2 The assessment of how settlements performed by the different criteria reflects the
measure adopted, summarised in the ‘Criteria for Assessment’ table. To take an example,
‘Accessibility to Park and Ride’ was judged to be ‘good’ if alarge Park and Ride facility was
gted on the trunk road leading to Cambridge from the new settlement location and also
permitted direct turning access. If there was no Park and Ride facility on the relevant trunk
road, it would be judged as ‘poor’ and ‘fair’, if permitting an intermediate level of
accessibility. ‘Poor’, ‘medium’ and ‘good are simply relative attributes according to the
measurement used. Local service opportunities (see ‘Criteria Assessment’ table) refers to
capacity to share services with nearby settlements, including market towns within 5km and
the numbers of villages in close proximity. It should be noted that emboldened text in the

table below indicates a factor’s higher importance.

Preference Grouping

Eliminated

Decisive Strengths Decisive Weaknesses Other Issues
Wyton = Brownfiddland = Verydistant from Cambridge = Avoidsenvironmental or other
=  Bendfitsfrom CHUMMS =  Lowlandscapesuitability designations
expansion capacity =  Limited longterm capacity AvoidsGPZs 1, 2and 3
= Loca service opportunities (<10,000) No Grade 1 land within site

] Baancing viable but adoption
process not identified

. Poor motorway access

*  Poor park and ride access to
Cambridge

No flood risk

No current noise/ pollution within
site

AvoidsBMV land

Average sub-regiona access
Average distance fromrail line/
station

Horseheath | *  Good park and ride accessto = Over 10 milesfrom Cambridge

Cambridge =  Veylow
. Local service opportunities landscape/environmental
suitability

=  ContainsGPZs1,2and 3

= Infiltration possible but time
extensivetrias required / adoption
process not identified

=  ContainsBMV land

L] Poor sub-regional access

] Far fromrall line/ station

=  Complex siteto develop

Can accommodate 10,000
dwellings

Avoids environmentd or other
designations

No Grade 1 land within site

No flood risk

No current noise / pollution within
site

No brownfield land

Average motorway access

Great L] L ong term dwelling capacity Relatively distant from
Chesterford (>10,000) Cambridge
=  Good motorway access = Verylow
»  Closetorail lineand station landscape/environmental
suitability
] Part in flood plain, minor flood
risk

] Infiltration possible but time
extensive trials required / adoption
process not identified

Contains GPZ 3

Landfill within site

Contains BMV land

Poor sub-regional access
Complex siteto develop

Avoids environmental or other
designations

Avoids GPZ1s

No Grade 1 land within site

No brownfield land

Average park and ride accessto
Cambridge
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Decisive Strengths

Decisive Weaknesses

Other |ssues

Good sub-regiona access

Poor park & ride accessto
Cambridge

Competition with Cambourne
Complex site to develop

Royston =  Over 10milesfrom Cambridge [ =  Canaccommodate 10,000
North =  Closetorail lineand station = Verylow dwellings
= Good park and ride access to landscape/environmental = AvoidsGPZs1,2and3
Cambridge suitability = No Grade 1 land within site
L] Local serviceopportunities = Smal SSSl within site L] No current noise/ pollution within
= Part in flood plain, minor flood site
risk . No brownfield land
= Infiltration possible but time
extensive trials required / adoption
process not identified
=  ContainsBMV land
. Poor motorway access
=  Complex siteto develop
Wilburton =  Longterm site capacity =  Over 10milesfrom Cambridge | *  Avoidsenvironmental or other
(>15,000) *  Lowlandscapesuitability designations
=  Good sub-regiona access = Some Grade 1 land within site =  AvoidsGPZs1,2and 3
*  Flood plain setting, someflood = Nocurrent noise/ pollution within
risk site
= Balancing viable but adoption =  No brownfield land
process not identified =  Averagemotorway access
=  Contains BMV land = Average park and ride accessto
=  AI10 congestion not helped by Cambridge
CHUMMS
. Distant from rail station
Duxford = Good motorway access *  Limited *  Averagedistance from
= Closetorail lineand station landscape/environmental Cambridge
= Good park and ride accessto suitability = Avoidsenvironmental or other
Cambridge = Limited longterm capacity designations
L] Local service opportunities (<10,000) =  Avoids GPZ1s
L] Part in flood plain and someflood | = No Grade 1 land within site
risk . No brownfield land
= Infiltration possible but time
extensivetrias required / adoption
process not identified
=  ContainsGPZs3
*  Noiseand pollution issues
=  Contains BMV land
*  Poor sub-regional access
] Need to edge into green belt to
meet capacity requirements
Caxton *  Longterm growth potential *  Relatively distant from = Avoidsenvironmental or other
Gibbet (>12,000) Cambridge designations
> = Good park and ride access to = Limited *= AvoidsGPZs1,2and3
5 Cambridge landscape/environmental *  No Grade 1 land within site
= suitability = Noflood risk
o) ] Balancing viable but adoption . No brownfield land
z process not identified = Average sub-regiona access
- ] Pylons along edge of site
=  ContainsBMV land
. Poor motorway access
=  Digtant fromrail line/ station
= Competition from Cambourne
Bar Hill =  ClosetoCambridge =  Verylow = Avoidsenvironmental or other
=  Benefitsfrom CHUMMS landscape/environmental designations
suitability = AvoidsGPZs1,2,and 3
=  Limited long term capacity =  No Grade 1 land within site
(<10,000) . No flood risk
= Baancing viable but adoption = No brownfield land
process not identified =  Averagemotorway access
*  Possible pollution from A14 = Average sub-regional access
=  Contains BMV land
=  Digant fromrail line/ station
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L] Brownfield land
. Closetorail line and station

A10 not helped by CHUMMS

Decisive Strengths Decisive Weaknesses Other Issues
Cambourne | *  Réatively closeto =  Problematic dwelling capacity = Avoidsenvironmental or other
Cambridge (<10,000) designations
. Reasonable landscape/ ] Baancing viable but adoption =  AvoidsGPZ1s
environmental suitability process not identified . No Grade 1 land within site
= Good park and ride accessto =  ContansGPZ 3 L] Noflood risk
Cambridge =  Contains BMV land = Nocurrent noise/ pollution within
. Relatively easy sitetodevelop | = Distant from rail line/ station site
=  No brownfield land
= Averagemotorway access
= Average sub-regional access
Méedreth- =  Longterm site capacity =  Low landscape/environmental =  Averagedistance from
Mebourn (>10,000) suitability Cambridge
=  Good sub-regiona access ] Part in flood plain and minor flood | =  Avoids environmenta or other
= Closetorail lineand station risk designations
=  Good park and ride accessto ] Infiltration possible but time =  AvoidsGPZs1,2and 3
Cambridge extensive trials required / adoption | = No Grade 1 land within site
L] Local service opportunities process not identified L] No current noise/ pollution within
=  ContainsBMV land site
=  Complex siteto develop L] No brownfield land
=  Averagemotorway access
Cambridge | *  Longterm site capacity *  Rdatively distant from *  NoGrade 1 land within site
Heath (>10,000) Cambridge =  Nofloodrisk
= Good motorway access = Limited = No current noise/ pollution within
. HQPT potential (subject to landscape/environmental site
additional links) suitability *  No brownfield land
=  Closetorail line =  Archaeologica designations =  Aveaage sub-regional access
= Good park and ride accessto within site
Cambridge =  ContansGPZsland3
L] Local service opportunities ] Infiltration possible but time
extensive trias required / adoption
process not identified
*=  Contains BMV land
Great *  Reasonable *=  Dwelling capacity limited = Avoidsenvironmenta or other
Abington landscape/environmental (<10,000) designations
suitability = ContainsGPZs1,2and 3 =  No Grade 1 land within site
= Some brownfield land = Infiltration possible but time =  Nofloodrisk
=  Good motorway access extensive trials required / adoption | = No current noise/ pollution within
= Good park and ride accessto process not identified site
Cambridge =  ContansBMV land =  Average sub-regional access
L] Local service opportunities =  Averggedistancetorail line/
. Relatively easy siteto develop station
Childerley =  Very closeto Cambridge =  Limited = Avoidsenvironmental or other
Gate = Good sub-regiona access landscape/environmental designations
= Good park and ride access to suitability =  AvoidsGPZ1s2sand 3s
2 Cambridge = Limited longterm capacity =  NoGrade 1 land within site
5 *  Relatively easy siteto develop (<10,000) = Noflood risk
= =  Balancing viable but adoption =  No brownfield land
o) process not identified =  Averagemotorway access
=) = Pylonswithin site
I =  Contains BMV land
. Distant from rail line/ station
= Competition from Cambourne
Waterbeach | ®  Good growth potential = Onflood plain, someflood risk = Avoidsenvironmental or other
(>15,000) (subject to L] Balancing viable but pumping designations
drainage consider ations) required and adoption processnot | =  AvoidsGPZ1s2sand 3s
=  ClosetoCambridge identified = No Grade 1 Iand within site
. Reasonable = Contains landfill sites =  Averagemotorway access
landscape/environmental =  Contains BMV land =  Averagepark & ride accessto
suitability = Poor strategic road access from Cambridge
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Decisive Strengths

Decisive Weaknesses

Other |ssues

Higher priority

Longstanton Closeto Cambridge

-Oakington Reasonable
landscape/environmental
suitability

Good growth potential
(>15,000) (subject to
drainage consider ations)
Brownfield land

Benefits from CHUMMS
HQPT potential

Local service opportunities
Relatively easy siteto develop

Baancing viable but will require
pumping and adoption process not
identified

Contains BMV land

Poor sub-regional access (subject
to transport improvements e.g.
CHUMMYS)

Distant from rail line/ station
Poor park and ride accessto
Cambridge

Avoids environmental or other
designations

Avoids GPZ1s2sand 3s

No Grade 1 land within site

No flood risk

No current noise/ pollution within
site

Average motorway access

8.2.3 It is acknowledged that there is a continuum of relative performance among different
stes judged according to the chosen criteria, such that placing sites in categories is bound to
be an arbitrary process. Cambourne for example has some claim to be considered as a ‘ higher
priority’ site, but has been left in the ‘lower priority’ group because of the design and
sustainability problems inherent in expanding from its present envelope to the 6,000-10,000

dwelling range.

8.2.4 A fina appraisa was made of the four short listed sites, introducing additional criteria
such as access to total and to high tech employment, summarised in the table below. The

main conclusions drawn were:

None of the four sites clearly emerge as having al-round advantages. All the sites
demonstrate one or other drawback or weakness.

The southern sites, Great Abington and Childerley Gate, possess the considerable
handicap of limited capacity: expanding much over 6,000 dwellings, although for access
to employment, proximity to Cambridge and avoidance of flood and drainage problems
they both score highly. Childerley Gate, while closest of al sites to Cambridge, has two
disadvantages not shared by Great Abington, of having no brownfield land and competing
with Cambourne, a short distance west along A428. Great Abington is favourably located
in terms of the availability of surrounding road network capacity and the growth of high
technology employment on nearby campus sites.

Both northern MoD sites, Waterbeach and Oakington, perform relatively well in terms of
landscape impact and use of brownfield land. Even more important, they have nuch
greater long-term capacity than the two more southerly sites although in the case of
Waterbeach this must be closely examined given its flood plain setting. Of the two,
Oakington fits most readily into the local settlement pattern, being able to serve other
small towns and villages to east and west, reinforced by the HQPT potentia of the
proposed rapid transit system linking St Ives to Cambridge. The site is not in the flood
plain but is difficult to drain, suggesting that solutions might be rather costly even if
perfectly feasible. It may also be released sooner by the MoD. Waterbeach on the other
hand faces a different problem of access. Already badly affected by congestion on the
A10, confining movement to north and south, major expansion of the settlement would be
difficult to justify without new eastern and western highway links. It would have
benefited from the adoption of the northern bypass route, of the aternatives examined in
the CHUMMS study.

The access of New Settlements to Park and Ride sites (existing and potential) has been
assessed, but has not been included in the table below because it is considered that Park
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and Ride is of limited significance in relation to the provision of HQPT aong the key

corridors.

Comparison of Short-Listed New Settlement Sites

Great Abington Childerley Gate L ongstanton Water beach
Oakington
Absolute Criteria
Positives | =  Within 10 miles = Within 10 miles of Within 10 miles of Within 10 miles of
of Cambridge Cambridge Cambridge Cambridge
= Avoidskey = Avoidskey Avoids key Avoids key
environmental environmental environmental environmental
designations designations designations designations
= AvoidsGradel = Avoids GPZ1s Avoids GPZ1s Avoids GPZ1s
agricultural land | = AvoidsGrade 1 Avoids Grade 1 Avoids Grade 1
agricultural land agricultural land agricultural land
Negatives | = Smdl part of site
in GPZ1
Non Absolute Criteria
Positives | = Avoidsflood »= Avoidsflood plain/no Avoidsflood High relative
plain/no flood risk flood risk plain/no flood risk landscape suitability
= Highrelative » Good relative High relative (No.3)
landscape landscape suitability landscape suitability Feasible adoption
suitability (No.1) (No.5) (No.4) process identified for
= Avoids potentia = AvoidsGPZs2/3 Avoids GPZs 2/3 drainage
sources of Avoids potential Avoids GPZs 2/3
pollution sources of pollution Contains some non-
= Containssmal 50% of site on non- agricultural land
amount of agricultural land Contains sizeable area
brownfield land Contains large area of brownfield land
of brownfied land
Negatives | = Drainage — = Drainage —baancing Drainage — 30% of stein
infiltration possible but adoption balancing appears defended flood plain
feasible but time- process not identified viable with pumping but devel opment could
extensive and » Pylons along edge of but adoption process avoid flood risk
adoption process dte not identified Drainage — baancing
not identified = 100% of dte Grade 2 50% of site Grade 2 viable with pumping
= Sitewithin GPZs agricultural land agricultural land Landfills within site
2/3 = Containsno C. 75% of site Grade 2
= ¢.100% of site brownfield land agricultura land
Grade 2
agricultural land
Accessibility to Strategic Transport Networ k
Positives | = Above average » Average accessto Average accessto Average accessto
accessto motorway" motorway * motorway"
motorway" = Above average sub- Positive implications Above averagerall
= Average sub- regional accessibility from CHUMMS accessibility
regional by trunk roads including proposed
accessibility by guided bus (HQPT)
trunk roads Good local service
=  Averagerall opportunities
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Great Abington Childerley Gate L ongstanton Water beach

Oakington

access bility Average sub-

= Good locd regiond
service accessibility by
opportunities trunk roads
Negatives = Poor rall accesshility Poor rail Below average sub-
accessibility regional accessibility

by trunk roads

Capacity/lmplementation Criteria

Positives | = Relatively easy = Limited long-term Potentid long-term Potentid long-term
development growth potential expansion capacity growth capacity
» Reatively easy Relatively easy
development devel opment
Negatives | = Constrained Site = Potential competition
no long-term effect on Cambourne

growth potential

Other Factors

Positives | = Nearby high tech Close proximity to
employment fast growing
growth employment area of

Huntingdon-St 1ves

Negatives

Notes: 1 — Defined as M11-A14-A11 ‘motorway triangle

8.2.5 Any new settlement will have implications for adjoining or nearby settlements and the
views of local communities should be taken into account in planning new settlements. All the
new settlements identified would be capable of sensitive design to take account of nearby
settlements.
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9. THE RPG ELEMENTS. MARKET TOWNS, LARGER VILLAGES
AND PENSWITH GOOD PUBLIC TRANSPORT ACCESS

9.1 Approach

9.1.1 RPG 6 identifies Market Towns, Larger Villages and previously established new
settlements (PENS) as the last category to accommodate development and specifies that
development should only occur where good quality public transport links to Cambridge are
available, or capable of being provided. The sequential priority is firstly, within the urban
areas and secondly, as urban extensions.

9.1.2 The Larger Villages have been defined for the purposes of this Study by
Cambridgeshire County Council in consultation with the Steering Group as having specific
characteristics — a population of over 3,000, within a corridor between Cambridge and a
Market Town (Newmarket, Haverhill, Saffron Walden, Royston, St. Neots, Huntingdon/St.
Ives and Ely), with a secondary school or good public transport to one and a primary school,
food shops, post office and doctor. These villages are in two groups: Histon/Impington,
Linton, Melbourn, Great Shelford and Sawston; and the second group: Bottisham, Fulbourn,
Girton, Milton, Swavesey and Waterbeach. The previously established new settlements are
Bar Hill and Cambourne.

Market Towns, Larger Villages and PENS

@©  Crown Copyright. All rights reserved Cambridgeshins County Council LA 07648 X 2001
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9.1.3 The analysis of public transport is therefore important in defining those locations that
meet the RPG criterion. Where it is not already satisfied, the potential to provide high quality
public transport in future depends on sufficient population to support a viable service. Time
rather than distance is the key factor in determining the location of new developments within
a HQPT corridor. It is apparent that sites at greater proximity to Cambridge may not
necessarily be preferential if they rely on congested local roads for travel to Cambridge rather
than a dedicated, high quality busway. A number of other factors also affect the development
potential at these locations, namely:

the availability of land free from absolute constraints, such as flood risk, environmental
sengitivity and the like;

the job opportunities available locally and the potential for local economies to grow in
future, in order to minimise the need to travel;

physical and social infrastructure capacities including roads, drainage, schools and other
public facilities, as well as the thresholds where a certain minimum amount of
development is needed to support facilities;

other planning considerations such as the capacity of existing towns, especially their town
centres, to absorb further activity resulting from growth, and the accessibility of potential
development land to facilities, to minimise the need to use a car; and,

the environmental capacity of potential development land.
9.2 Public Transport Linksto Cambridge

9.2.1 A standard for high quality public transport (HQPT) has been defined to check whether
this factor would rule out any of the corridors to the nine Market Towns. This standard, at the
premiere level, essentially requires a 10- minute bus frequency during the peak, with limited
stops and priority measures to avoid congestion — or a 30-minute rail frequency. Only the
Huntingdon corridor currently has the requisite bus frequency and Royston the requisite train
frequency. A secondary level requires a 30-minute peak frequency with more route
diversions and stopping and a 60- minute rail frequency.

9.2.2 In future, HQPT could be provided by conventional bus on any of the Market Town
corridors, athough the following would need additional population to make services viable
(see Section 5 above):

Newmarket corridor — 3,000-3,500 additiorel dwellings threshold (of which 610
dwellings are already committed)

Haverhill corridor — 3,000 additional dwellings threshold (of which some 2,340
dwellings are already committed, therefore no additional population is required)

Saffron Walden corridor — 3,200 additional dwellings threshold (of which 480 dwellings
are already committed)

St. Neots corridor — 3,400 additional dwellings threshold (of which some 5,120
dwellings are already committed, therefore no additional population is required)
Ely/Chatteris corridor — 3,400 additional dwellings threshold (of which some 1,440
dwellings are already committed)

9.2.3 In the case of Royston there is insufficient data on bus operations to calculate whether
additional population is needed.
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9.2.4 This criterion therefore does not rule out any corridor and provides little basis for
prioritising corridors for development. The capital costs for the infrastructure that would give
bus priority on existing roads, outside Cambridge itself, are relatively modest.

9.2.5 The proposal for alight rail or guided bus service on the disused Cambridge to St. Ives
corridor would provide a better service than a conventional bus on normal roads, although at
a much higher capital cost. Experience has shown that new facilities of this kind can
encourage more people to switch to public transport. This proposal could therefore improve
public transport accessibility on the St. Ives corridor, but HQPT could be provided without it.

9.3 AvailableLand

9.3.1 The pipeline of development committed in the Market Towns and their corridors is
substantial. The pre-96 commitments and the Base Case (sites over 1 ha undeveloped at the
start of the plan period in 1996, plus those added since 1996, together with other
developments that are considered very likely to go ahead in any scenario - see Section 2 for
explanation) amount to 15,500 dwellings. Their distribution is shown in the Figure below.
Capacity is relatively high within the rural corridors where it is over 5,000 dwellings and in
Haverhill, Royston, St. Neots and Ely, where it is between 1,000 - 2,000 dwellings at each.

60001
50001
40001
30001
20001
10001

Dwellings

.

St lves

Newmar ket

Haverhill

Saffron W.

Royston

St. Neots

Huntingdon

Chatteris
El

Rural Cdrs

Pre-96 Commitments and Base Case Growth

9.3.2 The additional land that has been identified as free from absolute constraints, which
does not imply that all this land is necessarily suitable for development, is shown
diagrammatically in the figure below. This amounts to 2,000 hectares, with an estimated
capacity of some 50,000 dwellings. St. Neots and Huntingdon have the largest amounts of
identified land. Newmarket, Royston and Chatteris have below average amounts. Within the
corridors, i.e. at larger villages and previously established new settlements, capacity is above
average in the Saffron Walden, St. Neots, Huntingdon/St. Ives corridors.
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14000+
12000
100001
80001
60001
40001
2000

Dwellings

Royston

St. Neots
Huntingdon
St Iv&e-
Chatteris-
EIy-

Saffron W.

Newmar ket
Haver hill

Land identified without Absolute Constraints by Market Town Corridor

9.3.3 The identified land has been classified according to planning context, reflecting the
location and neighbouring uses of land. The presumed average density for calculating
dwelling capacity depends on this context. The figure below shows the identified land by
context. This shows, as would be expected, that most of the land is on the edge of
settlements. The largest category is ‘urban fringe', which lies outside the existing urban
envelope. Some of the land classified as ‘ outer urban’, where higher density is appropriate, is
also outside the urban envelope. There is very little brownfield land. Further work would be
required to produce urban capacity studies for the Market Towns, as required by PPG 3, to
validate the work within this Study and to determine capacity in more detail for Local Plan
purposes. This Study is, however, adequate for Structure Plan Review purposes. Once
completed the housing distributions may need amendment for the Market Towns, Larger
Villages and PENS.

200007
180001
16000+
140001
120001
100001
80001
60001
40001
2000+
oA

Inner Outer Outer Urban Village

urban urbanA urbanB fringe fringe

Dwdllings

Dwellings capacity of identified land in Market Towns, Larger Villages and Previousy
Established New Settlements by Planning Context

Note: see Section 5 for explanation of planning context.
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9.4 Employment

9.4.1 The potentia job growth in the Market Towns will affect the balance of jobs and
population and so the opportunities available to residents to work locally, reducing the need
to travel. Nevertheless, the complex trade-off for the family between home, job(s), schoals,
house prices, etc., actualy leads many to live distant from their work. Given the large scale
of commitments for employment land, the future distribution of jobs isto a large extent fixed
(see Section 5). However, it is possible to influence this employment location through the
Development Plan system.

9.4.2 The figure below shows in broad terms the relative balance of future jobs and
economically active residents. This is before deciding the distribution of development in the
different Sub Region development options, i.e. it does not include the quantum of housing
and the residual jobs, the location of which varies according to the option. Huntingdon and
Newmarket stand out as having more job opportunities in relation to residents than the others,
while Haverhill, St. Ives and Chatteris have rather less. The effect of surrounding villages has
been taken into account as far as possible. This chart needs to be interpreted cautioudly as the
towns are employment centres for surrounding rural catchments as well as their own
populations and there are also significant employment centres in the rural areas, which
complicate the picture. Generally, Market Towns and their rural hinterlands contain
considerably more working residents than jobs. Also, a significant number of jobs do not
necessarily imply that the variety of employment opportunities appropriate to the local
community is present. For example, Newmarket could benefit from diversification and
Haverhill would welcome hi-tech activities.

9.4.3 Recent evidence for Haverhill (refer to paragraph 5.5.6 above) results in a better future
balance of jobs to residents up to 2016, than the assessment in the following chart.

activeresidents
|_\

Jobs/ economically

Saffron W.
Royston

St. Neots
Huntingdon
St. lves
Chatteris
Ely

Newmar ket
Haver hill

Relative Balance of Jobs and Economically Active Residentsby Market Town in 2016

Note: Population of adjacent settlements to Market Townsincluded at St. Neots, Huntingdon and St. Ives.
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9.5 Services

9.5.1 Secondary schools require a population of between 5,000 and 10,000 dwellings to
support them, with the lower number being an absolute minimum. A number of schools have
short-term capacity up to 2005, but expansion beyond actual or potential capacity of existing
schools would need to be at least 5,000 dwellings to justify a new school. Saffron Walden,
Huntingdon, St. Ives and Royston have no long-term secondary school capacity and new
schools would be needed.

9.5.2 Whilst town centre enlargement is difficult for most towns shopping floorspace is not
likely to be a rigid constraint on growth. For most of the towns the need to maintain
commercia vitality of town centres is a more important issue in the face of competition from
larger centres and out of centre shopping. Growth in the catchment population can help.

9.5.3 Existing or proposed subsidiary service centres could improve sustainability of
peripheral development, where capacity of the town centre is restricted and/or development
potential is remote from the centre. Remoteness of potential development from the centre is
an issue at St Neots, Huntingdon, Ely and St. Ives.

9.6 Infrastructure

9.6.1 The results of the recent MENTOR/SATURN model testing (not including CHUMMS
recommendations) appear to show that, by 2016, expansion on every corridor would result in
severe congestion at the Cambridge end. Problems would be especialy acute on the Ely and
Huntingdon/St. Ives corridors. At the Market Town end of the corridors, there appears to be
little problem except on the St. Neots, Huntingdon, St. Ives and Ely/Chatteris corridors,
where upgrading, with associated local improvements, would be needed at:

western end of the A428, beyond Caxton Gibbet;

the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon and St. Ives; and,

the A10 Cambridge to Ely and Chatteris.

9.6.2 The dternative enhancement solutions to the A14 corridor as proposed by the
CHUMMS multi-modal study (Section 5 above) would particularly affect the road system
around Huntingdon and, consequently access to potential development areas.

9.6.3 Surface drainage constraints of different kinds apply at Newmarket, Royston, St. Neots
(north and east of the town), Huntingdon, St. Ives (north and east of the town) and Ely. Foul
drainage capacity, i.e. new or expanded sewage treatment works and/or major upgrading of
trunk mains and pumping capacity would be needed at al towns, for any substantid
expansion.

9.6.4 Water supply capacity constraints exist at Newmarket, Haverhill, St. Neots,
Huntingdon, Chatteris (possibly) and Ely, implying the need for investment, but no serious
obstacle to expansion.

9.7 Town Character and Environmental Capacity

9.7.1 The character of a town and its vulnerability to different levels of town growth is a
matter of judgement. Those towns judged by the consultants to be particularly sensitive,
although not necessarily at risk from growth, are Saffron Walden, St. Ives and Ely.
Newmarket's sensitivity to development due to its reliance on horse racing industry was
taken into consideration. The physical capacity of town centres is relatively constrained at
Royston, St. Neots and Chatteris, athough Chatteris has potential to expand its central area

C:\Documents And Settings\Fp336\L ocal Settings\Temporary Internet FileSOLK 7\Final Cg‘«:%eporLDoc



Colin Buchanan and Partners Cambridge Sub Region Study — Final Report

shopping facilities. Traffic congestion within the towns is a problem at Newmarket, Saffron
Walden, Royston, St. Neots and Huntingdon. Coalescence was also an issue highlighted
when large sites on the edge of settlements such as Barhill, Chatteris, Haverhill, Huntingdon
and St Ives were considered.

9.7.2 The Study has assessed the Environmental Capacity, including issues of setting and
landscape, for the areas of land identified at each Market Town, Larger Village and PENS.
The methodology for this is outlined in Section 7. Results are contained within the Site
Prioritisation Process, which are explained in Section 4 and also Section 10 of this report.

9.8 Broad Findings

9.8.1 The findings for the individua Market Towns, Larger Villages and Previoudy
Established New Settlements as a group are summarised in the following table. The terms
used in the table are relative rather than absol ute assessments. This also sets ou a conclusion
on the relative priorities for housing growth between the towns. Note that these do not imply
priority compared with prior categories in the RPG sequence.

9.8.2 The assessment found that the net additional dwelling capacity of the Market Towns,
Larger Villages and PENS and their corridors to 2016 was 31,220 dwellings, at assumed
density ranges of 30 — 65 dph. These dwelling capacities were derived, after a broad criteria
assessment and prior to more detailed capacity, implementation and sustainability tests to
refine capacities for use in determining the options.
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Conclusionson Market Town/Corridor Relative Priorities

Bv%elp;li-ng Projected Corridor/ Infras_tructure Secondary Town Character Relqtive Priority for Usein constructing
Threshold Employment | Roads (town capacity Schools Option
Balance (jobs | end) capacity Capacity/
per resident) Thresholds
Newmarket 3,000 Above Little problem | STW & water 2,500 Medium capacity, | Highto Medium, to enable HQPT and because
3,500 average supply sensitive setting jobs balance relatively strong. But needs
constraints, diversification to improve economic prospects of
aquifer requires the town
care on discharges
Haverhill 3,000 Low Little problem, | STW upgrade and | 6,400 Medium capacity, | Medium to support HQPT, given investment to
near capacity mains needed,; not sensitive enhance attraction for jobs to improve projected
west of Linton | water supply weak jobs balance and recent evidence of
strengthening improved prospects
Saffron Walden 3,200 Medium Littleproblem | No problems None, c. 5,000 | Medium capacity, | Low priority as dwellings capacity too small to
identified in identified dwellings sensitive, support new school or reach HQPT threshold ,
modelling threshold congestion, at risk | town character concerns
Royston Not known | Medium— Littleproblem | STW constraint, 720 Low capacity, not | High priority up to 720, possibly to assist HQPT,
identified in aquifer very sensitive, as school cannot expand further.
modelling congested
St Neots 2,400 Medium Severe Surface/foul 5,000 Low capacity, High, as capacity exists, surplus sites potential for
constraint, drainage and congestion employment and services, road investment needed
investment water supply
needed constraints,
Huntingdon none High Severe Surface/foul None, c. 5,000 | High capacity, not | High, to achieve school threshold and because
and constraint, drainage and dwellings average, sensitive, | jobs balance very strong— A14 upgrade needed
Godmanchester investment water supply threshold some congestion
needed constraints
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St Ives None, light | Medium, but Severe Surface and foul 250 medium Medium capacity, | Medium, asjobs balance strong nearby, but
rail/guided | near constraint, drainage term capacity, | sensitive, minor dwellings capacity low for required new school;
buswould | Huntingdon investment constraints then c. 5,000 risk A14 upgrade needed, but not dependent on light
help modal needed threshold rail/guided bus
shift

Chatteris None Below average | Severe Needs new STW | 3,000 Low capacity but | Medium, as dwellings and school capacity exists,

constraint on and possible expansion needs growth, but jobs balance weak, road
A10 corridor water supply potential, average | corridor investment needed
trunk sensitivity,
Ely 3,400 Medium Severe Surface/foul 3,600 High capacity, High, to enable HQPT within school capacity,
constraint on drainage and sensitive centre road corridor investment needed with public
A10 corridor water supply and setting, could | transport priorities
constraints absorb growth if
setting not
compromised

Larger  Villages | Helpson Astown All Localised 6,700 Large expansion Low priority generally for expansion as contrary

and PENS Newmarke | corridors, problematic constraints dwellings at any village to PPG 3 (paragraph 70) and generates car traffic,
t and Green Belt towards especially capacity at would affect high priority where contributes to HQPT
Saffron villages near Cambridge drainagein St. locationswith | character threshold, plus minor growth for affordable
Walden Cambridge Ives corridor, schools housing
corridors jobs sewerage

upgrading for
larger sites
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10. STRATEGIC OPTIONSFOR TESTING

10.1 Introduction

10.1.1 The Consultants have developed 4 different strategic development options that are
all consistent with the sequentia approach required by RPG 6. Each option is based on a
different interpretation of the RPG sequential approach and is founded on its broad
categories of development location. It places a different emphasis and balance of
priorities on each part of the sequence (Cambridge City, the Green Belt, a New
Settlement, Market Towns, Larger Villages and PENS). Each Option should be
significantly different in order to present distinct alternatives for the purpose of
sustainability testing, to highlight the implications of strategic choices facing the
Structure Plan preparation and to assist in a meaningful public consultation process.

10.1.2 Each option has been constructed by progressively adding sites according to the
priorities assessed in the capacity and implementation testing, as explained in Section 4.
The options have different implications for meeting post-2016 needs. Option 3 seeks to
concentrate development into corridors, using two aternative versions. These reflect
alternative thrusts for future development in either the Huntingdon or Haverhill corridors
to take advantage of the potentialy cumulative effect of grouping development in
particular corridors to secure major transport improvements.

10.1.3 The following table shows the number of dwellings sought in each RPG element
in each Option (Option 3 includes 3 and 3A).

OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3
Cambridge Mixed Urban
Centred and Strategy Concentration/
Strong RPG (Criteria- HQPT and
Sequence based) Infrastructure
I nvestment
Cambridge 3,500 2,500 1,500
City
Green Belt 11,000 8,000 4,000
New
Settlement 6,000 6,000 6,000
Market
Towns,
Larger 1,500 5,500 10,500
Villages and
PENS
TOTAL 22,000 22,000 22,000
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10.1.4 Taking the new settlement capacity as a fixed quantum of 6,000 in each option,
16,000 dwellings remain to be alocated in the three RPG elements (Cambridge City,
Green Belt and Market Towns, Larger Villages and PENS). For Option 1, some 95% of
this variable component (14,500 dwellings) was distributed to Cambridge City and the
Green Bdlt, reflecting the spatial concentration emphasis of this strategy. It also took the
major part of the maximum available capacity calculated in Cambridge City and the
Green Belt Review (Sections 6 and 7 above). Options 2 and 3 allow for progressively less
concentration in the innermost areas, whilst being founded on the broad categories of
development location set out in the RPG sequential approach. Some 4,000 - 5,000
dwellings are transferred respectively from the City and Green Belt to the Market Towns
and corridors element, with Option 3/3A assumed to absorb 65% of the 16,000. All sites
considered within this option formulation process could be developed up to 2016 and
possibly beyond. This Study does not attempt to specify any specific timeframe for such
development on any site.

10.1.5 The potential sites for a new settlement are all reasonably close to Cambridge and
they do not affect greatly the broad spatiad emphasis of each Option. There are
nevertheless some linkages and relationships which influence the choice of new
settlement site for each Option, particularly for the corridor Options 3 and 3A. The new
settlement population will strengthen the public transport potential in each corridor. The
increased concentration of housing and employment in these corridors may aso foster
higher levels of activity and local linkage within them than would occur if such
development were scattered. This may provide some counterbalance to concentration of
activity in Cambridge City. Options 1 and 2 could be linked to either of the other two new
settlement locations.

10.2 The Options

10.2.1 Option 1 is the ‘Cambridge Centred Strong RPG Sequence Option’. This
concentrates more dwellings in and around the edge of Cambridge than in the other
options. No sites in the Larger Villages are included nor any sites that scored badly, i.e. as
lacking capacity to absorb development. The New Settlement is located at Waterbeach
because it is close to Cambridge, has long-term potential growth capacity and may
therefore assist this strategy of concentration. It also performed well in respect of
landscape impact and use of brownfield land, and is capable of being drained. It aso
balances the growth allocated to the east, south and west of Cambridge in this option.
This option encourages the highest possible densities in Cambridge. A large amount of
development is concentrated on the urban fringe of Cambridge, whilst there is only a
small amount of growth in the Market Towns. The sites that were actually chosen for this
option have a potential capacity of 23,000.
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Option 1 - Distribution of Residential Development
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10.2.2 Option 2 isthe ‘Mixed Strategy or Criteria-based Option.” This has a relatively
even spread of sites through the RPG sequence and is formed from the best scoring sites
in each element. This option does not include sites scoring badly in Environmental
Capacity assessments or sites with more significant constraints. It used higher densities in
Cambridge and distributes growth more widely in the Market Towns, Larger Villages and
PENS, although not on controversial sites. Sites in this option amount to a potential
23,960 dwellings, as severa dSites scoring equaly in the capacity tests. The New
Settlement in this option is located at Childerley Gate because considerable growth
potential exists to the west in the St. Neots and Huntingdon corridors and a new
settlement here would balance the growth allocated to the east and south of Cambridgein
this option.

Option 2 - Distribution of Residential Development
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10.2.3 Option 3 and 3A congtitute the ‘Urban/Corridor/HQPT Infrastructure
I nvestment Option’. Options 3 and 3A apply more stringent standards to including sites
in Cambridge and the Green Belt, consequently there are more dwellings to be
accommodated in the corridors and Market Towns. Option 3 places development in the
Newmarket, Royston and Huntingdon Corridors and Option 3A places development in
the Newmarket, Royston and Haverhill Corridors. This option uses sites that scored
relatively badly in the Environmental Capacity assessments in the Market Towns and
Larger Villages element, in order to reach the target. The sites in Option 3 have a
potential capacity of 24,690 dwellings, including a new settlement at
Oakington/Longstanton, because it is located within the Huntingdorn/St. Ives corridor,
where significant future growth has been located. The sites in Option 3A have a potentia
capacity of 26,690 dwellings, including a new settlement at Great Abington, in the
Haverhill corridor, where significant future growth is located.

Option 3 - Distribution of Residential Development
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Option 3A - Distribution of Residential Development
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10.2.4 The location of the new settlements of Oakington/Longstanton and Great
Abington respectively in the Huntingdon and Haverhill corridors could in the long term
boost the overall economies of those Market Towns, providing a wider choice of
employment opportunities, attracting additional expenditure to support their centres,
supporting HQPT within the corridors and generally attracting economic spin-off from
Cambridge in the direction of the new developmerts. Although a choice was made on
corridors for testing (see paragraph 2.4.1), other alternative corridors could be chosen to

reflect different priorities.

10.3 Option Summary

10.3.1 In practice, many sites scored the same in the capacity and implementation tests,
so there was no clear cut-off line at 22,000 dwellings. This meant it was possible for a
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larger number of dwellings to be identified in each option than was actually necessary.
This means some choices can be made if each option is only to comprise the 22,000
dwelling target precisely.

10.3.2 The four options selected are the Consultants' reasoned choices for evaluation
purposes. However, many other options could be formulated/evaluated. The Consultants
have not been required to recommend any option, but merely to present options for
consultation and testing and to assist in subsequent decision making by the local planning
authorities.

10.3.3 It should be noted that the sustainability testing process assesses the strategic
options as themes. Whilst the new settlement in each option was tested in certain transport
related indicators, the overall result for the option does not reflect the performance of the
new settlement site. The detailed assessment of the pros and cons of each new settlement
IS set out in Section 8.

10.4 Sustainability Testing Process

10.4.1 Each option was tested against 9 sustainability criteria to assess how it meets with
the Government’ s sustainability objectives and those contained in the RPG 6. Seventeen
indicators for these 9 criteria were selected (refer to Section 10.4 below).

10.4.2 In summary, within each strategic option, each site has been subjected to each
sustainability indicator test. The overall assessment of the option is derived from these
results through an average or total of the scoring of the sites. For example, the average
length of journeys between various land uses has been compared for each option, as have
the differences between use of various modes of transport, the density of housing
development and probable impacts on the landscape. The transport related indicators 1a,
23, 33, 4a, 4b, 4c and 4d were a product of the MENTOR SATURN Model.

10.4.3 The Options are scored as making either a positive, dightly positive, neutral or
negative contribution to the sustainability target, in accordance with the DETR’s Good
Practice Guide on Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Planning Guidance (October
2000). This score is comparative rather than a definitive assessment of the options, i.e. the
option may be considered negative in one respect, because it performs poorly compared
to the other options, rather than it being inherently negative or bad. A comparative
summary table setting out the test results is included within this Report, as recommended
by the DETR Guidance.

10.5 Sustainability Criteria

10.5.1 The Sustainability Criteria were derived using a number of documents, such as the
DETR’s ‘Guidance on Preparing Sustainable Development Frameworks and ‘Good
Practice Guide on Sustainability Appraisal of Regiona Planning Guidance';
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough’s * State of the Environment Report’ ; Cambridgeshire’s
‘Biodiversity Action Plan’; and the Cambridge Sub-Regional Transport Audit. In
addition, Stakeholder consultations and Steering Group input was used.

10.5.2 The criteria support the Government’ s sustainability objectives of:

Maintaining high and stable levels of economic growth;
Socia progress which recognises the needs of everyone;
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Effective protection of the environment; and,
Prudent use of natural resources.

10.5.3 The Sustainability Criteria with their more detailed aims and indicators are listed
below. Indicators 1a, 2a, 3a, 4a, 4b, 4c and 4d result from the MENTOR/SATURN
transport model where each option, including its new settlement site was tested. The other
transport indicator, 3c and all other indicators assessed each option but excluded the new
settlement sites. As previously noted, the results of each test do not reflect the individual
new settlement associated with each option.

1 Building economic activity on local strengths by facilitating development of high
technology clusters to encourage stronger linkages between firms and specialisms within an
area and encouraging high tech employment provision

[ Aim — Achieve areduction in average distance travelled to work and/or journey time;
Indicator 1a — Average journey time from residential development to high tech employment
Stes

2 To provide for good accessibility to businesses within the region for the movement of
goods and services

i Aim — Reduce congestion and journey time for key sections of strategic network for
goods and services; Indicator 2a - Travel time for key sections of strategic network

3 Discouraging social exclusion by maximising proximity of affordable new residential
development to jobs, facilities and services and securing an appropriate mix of dwelling size,
type and affordability to meet the changing composition of households in their area in the
light of the likely assessed need

i Aim — Reduce lengths/time of journey to work and to shops/leisure/schools from
social housing; Indicator 3a Duration of journeys to work (new and existing
employment sites) from social housing (assumed to be allocated to each site at 33%)

\Y; Aim — Encourage urban/village mixed use development alowing integration of uses,
dwelling types (and modes of transport); Indicator 3b - % distribution of latest affordable
housing stock against 2016 assumed stock distribution

% Aim — Maximise access to and use of public transport; Indicator 3c — Index of
accessibility of the option for those using public transport (PTAL)

4 To improve atmospheric integrity and air quality by a reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions and air pollutant levels in relation to NAQS standards and objectives. This is to
be achieved by reducing energy consumption, implementing a modal shift in transport and
reducing the need for travel

Vi Aim — Decrease the % of population commuting under 5km to work (one way) by
car; Indicator — 4a Number of (one way car trips under 5km to work)

Vil Aim — Increase journeys to work by public transport; Indicator 4b — Public transport
use

viii  Aim— Reduce car mileage; Indicator 4c — Index of car mileage travelled
IX Aim — Increase use of Park and Ride; Indicator 4d — Park and Ride use
X Aim — Increase housing density to increase energy efficiency; Indicator 4e — Density

of housing development (especialy relevant if options vary in density profile)
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5 To maintain and improve the quality of ground and river water

Xi Aim — Compatibility with EA objectives to improve/maintain river and groundwater
quality; Indicator 5a— River quality classification

Xii Aim - Increase water recharge through Sustainable Drainage Systems; Indicator 5b —
Permeability of surfaces allowing recharge

6 To maintain and enhance the quality and distinctiveness of the landscape

xiii  Aim— Minimise loss of countryside and features of historical and cultural importance
valued for their quality; Indicator 6a— EXxisting landscape character and quality

xiv. Aim — Improve landscape quality and structure in development areas; Indicator 6b —
General capacity to absorb development

7 To maintain and increase biodiversity

XV Aim— Potential for aiding achievement of BAP targets by increasing range, size and
number of specific habitats appropriate to the local character/natura area; Indicator 7a —
Achievement of regional BAP target for the following indicator species. Grey partridge
(Perdix perdix), Dormouse (Muscardinus avellanarius), Song Thrush (Turdus philomelos),
Bittern (Botaurus stellaris) and Water Vole (Arvicolaterrestris)

8 To make towns and cities more attractive places to live, creating places and spaces with
the needs of people in mind, which are attractive, have their own distinctive identity but
respect and enhance local character

xvi  Aim — Maximise urban green space and its contribution to urban quality and the
improvement of linkages with open countryside; Indicator 8a — Proximity to public open
space and to linkages to open countryside and,

9 Maximise the efficient use of land and buildings

xvii  Aim - Maximise alocation of new housing on brownfield land; Indicator 9a — % of
new dwellings on brownfield land or overall brownfield land take

10.6 Sustainability Criteria Testing Results

10.6.1 All the options performed relatively equally with respect to the distribution of
affordable housing stock against 2016 assumed distribution and with respect to
maximising the allocation of new housing on brownfield land on sites apart from the new
Settlements.

OPTION 1

10.6.2 Option 1, the Cambridge Centred option, has the most positive and dlightly
positive effects and the least number of negative effects overal, when compared to the
other Options.

10.6.3 Option 1 has a positive effect in comparison with the other optionsin:
increasing housing density, which helps to promote energy efficiency;
These help to protect the environment (Theme 3).
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10.6.4 It aso has adightly positive effect in:

[imiting congestion on key sections of strategic network;

increasing the use of Park and Ride;

curbing car mileage in generd;

improving the landscape quality and structure in development aress,
aiding the achievement of BAP targets; and,

maximising urban green space and improving links with the countryside.

This is due to the inclusion of a larger number of Green Belt sites on the edge of
Cambridge.

10.6.5 The effect of Option 1 on the quality of ground and river water is neutral and no
options performed better than neutral in this test. Option 1 was also considered to have a
neutral effect on the objectives to:

increase public transport use for work journeys.

reduce the average distance travelled to work and to reduce journey times to work
from socia housing;

increase water recharge through SDS; and,

minimise loss of countryside and features of historical and cultural importance valued
for their quality.

Only Option 2 performed comparatively better than Option 1 in maximising access to and
use of public transport.

OPTION 2

10.6.6 Option 2, the Mixed Strategy, has a positive effect in curbing congestion for key
sections of strategic network and a dightly positive effect in limiting the average journey
times to work, which both help the maintenance of high and stable economic growth
(Theme 1).

10.6.7 Option 2 aso has a dightly positive effect in:

reducing journey times to work from social housing;

maximising access to public transport;

curbing car mileage;

improving the landscape quality and structure in development areas; and,
achieving BAP targets.

No other options performed significantly better than Option 2 in these tests, except for
Option 1 in terms of car mileage.

10.6.8 Option 2 has neutral effectsin 9of the 17 tests. It is neutral with respect to:

maximising use of public transport;

decreasing the number of car trips under 5km to work;

increasing journeys to work by public transport;

increasing Park and Ride use;

increasing housing density to increase energy efficiency;

minimising the loss of countryside and features of historical and cultural importance
valued for their quality;
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improve/maintain river and groundwater quality;

maximising urban green space and its contribution to urban quaity and the
improvement of linkages with open countryside; and,

maximising the alocation of new housing on brownfield land.

10.6.9 Option 2 has a negative impact on the objective to:

increase water recharge through Sustainable Drainage Systems.
It performs least well of all the Options with respect to this criterion.

OPTION 3

10.6.10 Option 3, the Urban Corridor/HQPT and Infrastructure Investment (Huntingdon)
Option has a dightly positive effect with regard to:

curbing car mileage: and,
maximising the allocation of new housing on brownfield land

10.6.11 Option 3 has a neutral effect on objectivesto:

reduce journey times for overall travel to work and the length of journeys from social
housing to work;

decrease the number of people travelling under 5km to work by car;

increase journeys to work by public transport;

limit congestion for key sections of strategic network;

increase use of Park and Ride;

improve/maintain river and groundwater quality;

minimise loss of countryside and features of historical and cultural importance valued
for their quality (reflecting a balance of both positive and negative scores for
individual sites);

improve landscape quality and structure in development areas,

aid the achievement of BAP targets; and,

maximising urban green space and its contribution to urban quality and improvement
of linkages with open countryside.

10.6.12 Option 3 has severa negative effects, when compared to the other options. It has
negative effects on objectivesto;

maximise access to and use of public transport;
increase housing density to increase energy efficiency; and,
increasing Sustainable Drainage Systems (SDS).

OPTION 3A

10.6.13 Option 3A, the Urban Corridor/HQPT and Infrastructure Investment (Haverhill)
Option has a positive effect in:

increasing use of Park and Ride.

10.6.14 It has a dightly positive to positive effect in maximising the allocation of
housing on brownfield land.

10.6.15 It has adightly positive effect in:
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maximising urban green space and its contribution to urban quality and improvement
of linkages with the countryside.

10.6.16 It is considered to have a neutral to dightly positive effect in improving
landscape quality and structure in development areas and in achieving BAP targets and a
neutral effect in:

reducing the average distance travelled to high tech employment sites;
reducing journey times to work from social housing;

curbing car mileage,

maximising use of public transport; and

decreasing the number of car journeys under 5km to work.

10.6.17 It has several negative effects in comparison to the other options including the
aims to:

limit congestion for key sections of strategic network;
maximise access to public transport for work; and,
increase housing density to increase energy efficiency.

10.6.18 Its effect on increasing water recharge through SDS was considered to be
negative to neutral.

10.6.19 The overall summary of each option assesses Option 1 as ‘ Some good’ ; Option 2
as ‘Neutral to some good'; and Options 3 and 3A as‘Neutral’.
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11. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

11.1 Transport Infrastructure

11.1.1 If housing development is to be located to the north of the city this will be highly
dependent on capacity improvements on the A14 corridor. Only after the results of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS) emerge can a proper and full
assessment be made as to whether additional development could be accommodated in this
location.

11.1.2 It is aso the case that any development on and associated with the A10 Ely
corridor would be entirely dependent on capacity improvements to this section of the A10
and maor improvements to interchange facilities with A14.

11.1.3 The A428 towards St Neots would be relieved of some of the forecasted
congestion if the A14 corridor can be improved. This would be as a result of reduced
demand from trips travelling north on the M11, who are more likely to divert on to the
A428 and avoid the congested Al14. This could facilitate further development in and
around the St. Neots corridor.

11.1.4 Studies have reinforced the necessity of providing HQPT on the relevant corridors
a an early date.

11.2 Water Issues

11.2.1 The water issues in the Sub Region are those relating to flooding (or flood risk),
drainage, public water supply and sewerage provision. Of these matters flood risk has
attained a higher profile since the widespread and damaging floods in England during the
Autumn and Winter of both 1999 and 2000. In Cambridgeshire, because the county islow
lying and faces great development pressure, these problems have been heightened.

Flood Plain

11.2.2 Food Plain maps issued by the Environment Agency in November 2000 confirm
the extensive areas in the County that face potential risk of flooding, particularly in the
northern part of the Sub Region and land adjacent to the courses of the Great Ouse and
Cam. Riparian areas are generally subject to a higher level of development constraint, but
since the degree of risk may vary considerably among areas mapped as flood plain and
protective flood defence areas are not shown on the maps, they do not shrow definitive
‘flood risk zones'. As a result the suitability of sites for development has had to be
investigated on a sSite by Site basis. Land where an apparent flood risk is present has been
excluded from identified devel opment potential. Exceptions are land north of Waterbeach
and around Oakington, where more detailed analysis by the Environment Agency has
shown that they are not precluded from development, although shown as aflood risk area
on Environment Agency maps.

11.2.3 The recently published PPG 25 requires safeguards against flooding based on a
precautionary approach to development in flood risk areas. The PPG proposes a
sequential approach to the identification of land for development, with lowest risk land
selected first. This means more constraint on development and/or additional costs to
design defensive measures, than hitherto. The most constrained areas appear to be the
Ouse valley market towns, especially St. Ives and Huntingdon. However, it is likely that
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some other areas in the flood plain maps will emerge as being at relatively low risk.
PPG25 states that the defended flood plain should also be very carefully assessed for
flood risk before development can be contemplated. This particularly affects Waterbeach
and Wilburton, which both contain areas of defended flood plain.

Drainage

11.2.4 For drainage, the most problematic sites remain the lowest lying. This particularly
affects two of the shortlisted new settlement locations, Longstanton-Oakington and
Waterbeach. The Environment Agency considers that drainage for Waterbeach can be
handled using balancing ponds either within the development site itself or further west,
with moderate land take but the necessity of pumping. Longstanton Oakington presents
greater difficulties because much of the land is very flat, but these too can be overcome in
a similar manner. The disadvantages do not rule out these sites. In contrast devel opment
at the Great Abington and Childerley Gate sites can be more readily managed, subject to
particular care to avoid aquifer and local watercourse pollution at Great Abington.

11.2.5 The Environment Agency does not make estimates of the costs of flood protection
or drainage schemes. These would have to be calculated by developers in discussion with
the Environment Agency, who will advise on detailed requirements once the specifics of
development have been ascertained. Civil engineering requirements are likely to be
mainly earth moving. Prevailing agricultural land values are modest, which suggests costs
may be less than some built facilities like highways and socia infrastructure.

11.2.6 Anyone developing the proposed sites will have to resolve the issue of long term
maintenance of the drainage systems. The adoption of drainage systems (other than
conventional piped systems) is a difficult matter because statutory obligations,
accountabilities and funding are not clear.

Water Supply

11.2.7 Water Supply presents no intrinsic difficulty for any the four new settlement sites,
or to any other part of the Sub Region, whether provided by the existing supplier,
Cambridge Water Company or by Anglian Water. Off-site investment, mainly trunk
mains but with some storage facilities, is estimated to cost of the order of £10 million
(approximately £1,500 per dwelling). On-site mains costs would be borne directly by the
developers and factored into housing costs. Costs of supply are likely to vary between
companies since their sources of supply vary, e.g. Cambridge Water Company to south
and east and Anglian Water to north and west. But subject to these considerations, the
variation in the costs of supply to any of the four possible new settlements is likely to be
under £5 million.

Waste Water Connection

11.2.8 The main variation in the costs of waste water provision relate to the
concentration of development, it being much more cost effective to build a larger sewage
treatment plant (STP) to serve a concentrated population than scattered or piecemea
development. Anglian Water estimated at the Public Examination into RPG 6 that the cost
of servicing 35,000 dwellings of piecemeal development would be £21 million, but only
£5 million if it was all concentrated in a new settlement. Between new settlement options
of only 6,000 dwellings the variation in servicing costs would be very much smaller. The
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cost of a new plant to serve this number of households would probably be about £9
million at current prices, but the final cost would depend on a range of factors such as
requirement to serve industry as well as domestic users.

11.3 Other Infrastructure

11.3.1 Other infrastructure required includes utilities (power and telecommunications
services) and socia infrastructure, including health, education and other community
services, such as police stations and leisure facilities. Much of the cost of these items is
expected to be met through contributions from developers of large schemes.

11.3.2 Growth of the scale envisaged for the Sub Region will undoubtedly need
substantial additional infrastructure in any event. The cost of this will be a feature of all
options. For example, the new settlement will need a full range of infrastructure for a
normal town of its size. Expansion of Cambridge and established towns can, to some
extent, rely on existing infrastructure, where there is spare capacity. Small-scale infill and
extensions can often be accommodated within the capacity of existing facilities. Where
existing capacity is inadequate, costs for provision of new facilities may vary by location,
for example where new trunk mains are needed, but much of the infrastructure under
these headings would not vary much in cost wherever they are provided.

11.3.3 Power and telecommunications are not a strategic issue as the same extra supply
capacity will be required in all options and the distribution networks do not present
significant problems. Similarly, facilities required at the neighbourhood level, such as
primary schools, local shops, local open space, will be an integral part of any housing
expansion of significant size, e.g. more than 500 dwellings. In estimating the capacity of
land, an alowance has been made for neighbourhood facilities (see Section 4).

11.3.4 There are plans to consolidate hospital services in the Sub Region at
Addenbrooke's, with a mgor expansion, which includes space for commercia bio-
medical research. For the purposes of the Study, this project is assumed to go ahead.
However, no particular assumptions have been made about the future of Papworth
Everard.

11.3.5 Secondary schools can be expanded by building extra classrooms, if they are they
are below an optimal maximum size (taken as 10 forms of entry, which requires around
10,000 dwellings to support it) and the site is big enough or can be enlarged. A new
settlement would support a new secondary school. Spare capacity in existing buildings,
and in the longer term with construction of new space, exists in some of the Market
Towns. Others will need new schools.

11.4 Development Body for New Settlement

11.4.1 The means and timetable for implementation of the proposed new settlement will
be examined in the forthcoming Cambridge Sub Region Implementation Study. Models
examined during the present Study included a traditional new town development
corporation, a local authority based development consortium and a local/regional
development agency involving a joint venture with the public sector and/or other
agencies, such as the Regional Development Agency. These were alternatives to a wholly
private sector development solution, which is considered unlikely to deliver the major
development required within an acceptable timescale. It was concluded that the active
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participation of partners that provided initial finance, development expertise and the
maintenance of a strong local involvement in the development would be advantageous.
However, the precise form of such participation and the role of private developers and
landowners were not examined in detail in the Sub Region Study.

11.4.2 Thetimetable for development, originally envisaged by local authorities, assumed
that the preparatory stages of a new settlement development, including site identification
and establishment of a development vehicle, would not commence until completion of the
Structure Plan Review process in 2002. Thus, master planning and initial infrastructure
would be completed during the period 2006-2009. The RPG has proposed a fast track
approach to infrastructure development, implying an acceleration of this timetable. This
will be investigated and facilitated as part of the Cambridge Sub Region Implementation

Study.
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ANNEX A

Capacity and Implementation Criteria

1 In accordance with the Study Specification, a range of Capacity, Implementation and
Sustainability Criteria were identified. The capacity and implementation criteria were
used to identify sites and formulate strategic options and the sustainability criteria have
been used to test the strategic options (refer to Sections 10.3 and 10.4 above) in
accordance with DETR good practice.

2 The Capacity and Implementation Criteria can be summarised, as follows:

PhySIcaI Constraints and Utilities
Adequacy of transport network and accessibility to jobs, shops and services
Avoidance of flood plain risk
Adequacy of water and drainage infrastructure
Adequacy of electricity/gas supply
Avoidance of heavily contaminated land

Environmental Constraints
Protection of high quality and distinctiveness of landscape, including historic
landscapes
Maintenance of Green Belt objectives
Protection of ecological features
Protection of features of historical and archaeological significance
Protection of agricultural land (Grade 1 and/or best and most versatile)
Protection of groundwater and river water from risk of pollution
Protection of aquifers and Groundwater Protection Zones (GPZs)
Avoiding sterilisation of mineral reserves
Maintenance of air quality
Protection of biodiversity

Social Infrastructure
Requirements for affordable housing
Need for employment opportunities
Adequacy of town centre facilities e.g. retailing, leisure, recreation
Capacity of libraries (although this was not given much importance)
Capacity of schools
Capacity of public health care facilities
Provision of (and protection of) public open space and recreational facilities ‘greening
the residential environment

Density of Development
Maximisation of the density of development in all locations, as appropriate
Increasing the density of development in central areas and in areas with good public
transport networks

Reduction in car parking standards
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Implementation
Potential to attract developer contributions for costs towards improvements to public
transport, education and other socia facilities, water, sewage and drainage
infrastructure
Ease of implementation — site-specific difficulties
Availability of funding and the identification of funding gaps (this assessment will be
undertaken as part of the Sub Region Implementation Study)
Speed of implementation
Absolute level of infrastructure cost
Potential for growth post 2016

3 The above criteria were used to provide the ‘Actions described in paragraph 4.1.15

above. It should be noted that there is a degree of overlap between capacity and
sustainability criteria.
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