Briefing Note

Date

25 September 2026

Subject Policy S/JH: New jobs and homes

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

Pg1/20
41635330v1

These representations to the regulation 19 draft Greater Cambridge Local Plan (dGCLP)
have been prepared by Lichfields for CEG Land Promotions Limited (CEG LP) on behalf of
the landowners Peterhouse College and Guys & St. Thomas’ Foundation in the context of
their interests in Southeast Cambridge, namely the foreseen:

Southern extension to Peterhouse College (A southern expansion to previously released
Green Belt sites GB3/GB4);

Southern extension to Employment site E/3; and

Easterly expansion to the previously released Green Belt site GB1.
Policy Context

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024) and Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG)

For housing need, the NPPF states that:

“To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in
national planning practice guidance.” (NPPF para 62).

The NPPF goes on to state:

“Strategic policy-making authorities should establish a housing requirement figure for
their whole area, which shows the extent to which their identified housing need (and any
needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas) can be met over the plan period. The
requirement may be higher than the identified housing need if, for example, it includes
provision for neighbouring areas, or reflects growth ambitions linked to economic
development or infrastructure investment...” (NPPF para 69) (emphasis added)

This is directly engaged in Greater Cambridge given the scale of planned employment
growth and national interest in the Cambridge economy.

A similar narrative is found in the Planning Practice Guidance which states:
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“The housing requirement is the minimum number of homes that a plan seeks to provide
during the plan period. .... The government is committed to ensuring that more homes are
built and supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. The National
Planning Policy Framework explains that the housing requirement may be higher than
the identified housing need, and authorities should consider the merits of planning for
higher growth if, for example, this would seek to reflect economic growth aspirations....”
(PPG ID 2a-040) (emphasis added)

Also relevant is the NPPF on ‘Building a strong, competitive economy which states that:

“Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can
invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support
economic growth.... particularly important where Britain can be a global leader in
driving innovation, and in areas with high levels of productivity, which should be able to
capitalise on their performance and potential...planning policies should...seek to address
potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure, services or housing...”
(NPPF paras 85-86) (emphasis added)

National policy therefore treats housing provision not simply as a demographic exercise but
as a necessary component of economic strategy. Ensuring an alignment of housing and jobs
is also a critical underpinning for all three objectives of sustainable development under the
NPPF: economic (building a strong economy and ensuring sufficient land of the right types
is available in the right places); social (supporting strong communities by ensuring a
sufficient number and range of homes can be provided and by fostering well-designed, safe
places); and environmental (making effective use of land, improving biodiversity and
moving to a low carbon economy).

In places where housing growth is essential to support economic growth — as in Greater
Cambridge — plan-makers must therefore have a clear understanding of whether the
amount of planned housing growth is sufficient to support economic growth potential,
considering demographic change, economic activity, unemployment, commuting and
affordability. A failure to adequately understand the link between housing and economic
growth risks serious negative economic, social and environmental outcomes, contrary to the
sustainable development objectives of the NPPF.

Role in the National Economy

Cambridge is of clear national economic significance, particularly through its world-leading
life sciences, technology and research clusters.

The Government has described the Oxford-Cambridge Arc as “a globally significant place,
home to world-leading technology clusters™ which has the potential to “be one of the most
productive places in the world”? and recognises the life sciences cluster in Cambridge as
being the most productive in Europe, with 400 companies contributing £2.9bn to the UK
economy and playing a critical role in developing the Covid-19 vaccine.

1 House of Commons Library Research Briefing, July 2021 (here)
2 Creating a vision for the Ox-Cam Arc, July 2021 (here)
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https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cdp-2021-0124/
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/creating-a-vision-for-the-oxford-cambridge-arc/creating-a-vision-for-the-oxford-cambridge-arc

1.11 The Government sought to support Cambridge’s economic growth potential through the
establishment of the Cambridge Growth Company (CGC) to “address barriers to growth
and help unlock Greater Cambridge’s full potential’s. It recognises Cambridge as “a place
where world-class research, innovation and enterprise thrive alongside a rich mix of
architectural, cultural and natural heritage” but that it is also the “most unequal city in
England, with housing unaffordability, [and] traffic congestion, ... holding back further
sustainable growth...”+. The Government’s own diagnosis therefore identifies housing
unaffordability as a constraint on growth.

1.12 The Greater Cambridge Development Corporation (GCDC)was established in July 2026. In
its response to the GCDC consultation held in January 2026, Government reiterated that
Cambridge is “one of Britain’s most important engines of growth, home to the University
of Cambridge, other world-class research institutions, and innovation-led ecosystems in
technology, advanced manufacturing, and the life sciences” but that it faces challenges
with, amongst other things, “housing affordability” that is “threatening its position as a
global centre of innovation”s.

1.13 The consultation’s findings in relation to housing included that:

Housing affordability was a central concern; individuals and organisations alike
believed that market rate homes are inaccessible to most of the population, while rent
levels have climbed far above the national average in recent years. Respondents pointed
to unmet affordable housing demand, forcing residents and families to live further away
from the city, where they are increasingly dependent upon unreliable public transport.

Many organisations reported that poor housing affordability, alongside increased living
costs, has damaged the ability to attract and retain staff. They said that this has
negatively impacted the diversity of the local skills pipeline, forcing companies to invest
or outsource internationally, and threatening to undermine Greater Cambridge’s
research, education, technology and industry sectors.

Many respondents noted that local housing delivery has been relatively high compared
to the national average and pointed to the strong performance of the Greater
Cambridge Shared Planning (GCSP) Service. However, the majority view was that
housing delivery has not kept pace with levels of demand, amplifying affordability
challenges, and constraining wider economic growth.

1.14 The dGCLP (Reg 19) should therefore be tested against whether it delivers that step change,
not merely whether it meets the minimum standard method output.

The need for a ‘step change’

1.15 The Government’s response to the consultation uses the phrase ‘step change’ a number of
times, including that:

3 About the Cambridge Growth Company, CGC (here)

4 Why Greater Cambridge? CGC (here)

5 MHCLG Greater Cambridge Development Corporation: Analysis of consultation responses and next
steps, June 2026 (here)
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https://thecgc.org.uk/index.php?contentid=141
https://thecgc.org.uk/index.php?contentid=144
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/establishing-a-development-corporation-in-greater-cambridge/outcome/greater-cambridge-development-corporation-analysis-of-consultation-responses-and-next-steps#introduction
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The government believes that the scale and complexity of the challenges Cambridge
faces will require a step change in delivery;

The government recognises the increasingly complex challenges facing Greater
Cambridge, and believes that this requires a bold, long-term approach, and a genuine
step change in how infrastructure is planned, coordinated and delivered. The
magnitude of these challenges cannot be met through incremental change; and

In terms of objectives, it includes ‘Transformational Economic Growth’ which is to drive
a step change in the sustainable and inclusive economic development of Greater
Cambridge, commensurate with its status as a critical national growth area, to deliver a
significant increase in high-quality jobs and homes, and to cement Greater Cambridge’s
status as a global centre for science, technology, and innovation.

The principle of seeing a step-change in economic growth (including housing delivery)
across Greater Cambridge and the wider OxCam Arc region is not new; it is now nearly a
decade since the National Infrastructure Commission’s (NIC) report ‘Partnering for
Prosperity’ and five years since the publication of the [now abandoned] OxCam Arc Spatial
Framework. Both laid the foundations for a long-term strategic joined up plan for the sub-
region, recognising its importance to the national economy but also recognising its
challenges, of which housing delivery was a fundamental theme.

During this time, the current Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Local Plans were being
prepared, taking significantly longer than average to be prepared and adopted (having
commenced evidence gathering in 2011, the plans were submitted in 2014 and not adopted
until over four years later, in 2018). These local plans targeted 1,700 dwellings each year in
Greater Cambridge (c.1,000 per year in South Cambridgeshire and 700 per year in
Cambridge — 33,500 in total). However, despite the prevailing economic context (as
indicated by the NIC), these levels of growth did not actually represent an increase
compared with prior plans; the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) required a similar overall
target of 735 per year for the City and indeed the South Cambridgeshire Core Strategy
(2007) had a higher target equating to just under 1,200 homes per year, or nearly 2,000 per
year across both areas.

In other words, from the mid-2000s until now, there has been no plan-led system which
has sought to significantly and progressively increase housing delivery in Greater
Cambridge over time, despite the narrative that has clearly been prevailing for at least a
decade. Indeed, the last round of adopted plans actually sought to reduce planned housing
delivery across Greater Cambridge, not to increase it (and certainly not in any meaningful
manner), from the prior set of plans. This highlights the urgency of delivering the necessary
step-change as soon as possible, rather than to wait for yet another round of plan-making
(which could realistically take another decade) to address this.

If earlier plans already planned at similar or higher rates, the current plan demonstrably
does not represent the “step change” now required.



The Mayor’s Local Growth Plan

1.20 Ambitions for economic growth are also recognised locally, with the recently published
‘Local Growth Plan’ by the Mayor of Peterborough and Cambridgeshire setting “an
ambition for Cambridgeshire & Peterborough’s economy to grow faster than any other
region in the UK. Its baseline growth ‘business as usual’ scenario assumes annual
economic growth at 1.2%, but this plan considers two further scenarios:

1 ‘Doubling our Economy’: its core scenario - would see the Cambridge economy double
in size by 2050 to £62.3bn GVA. The Local Growth Plan states “we can achieve this
goal of doubling the size of the economy by addressing major constraints, allowing us
to return to this competitive rate of 2.8%. By doing so, we will be able to achieve the
central economic pledge of the CPCA from the initial devolution deal, ie to double GDP
in 25 years”; and

2  ‘Aspirational Growth’: a Growth ambition to see the economy triple in size by 2050 to
£97.1bn GVA, unlocking an economic powerhouse. Whilst the plan acknowledges that
this level of growth would require a strong and co-ordinated effort, including with
central Government intervention and devolution, it notes that “our historic Growth
and track record demonstrate that we are one of only a few UK areas capable of
achieving this magnitude of economic growth” (emphasis added).

1.21 Housing forms a key element of the Local Growth Plan as a vital element of infrastructure
needed to support economic growth; the plan notes that “our area has the potential to be
one of the world’s leading science, technology and innovation clusters. We already have
the requisite inputs in terms of knowledge and skills, but this must be supplemented with
infrastructure, housing and regional connectivity” (emphasis added). Housing and
infrastructure are discussed at length throughout the Mayor’s plan.

1.22 As the economic centre of this economic region, the dGCLP must address the issue of
housing insofar as it is a barrier to economic growth. This includes ensuring that there is:

1 a sufficient amount of housing in overall terms, to provide for the labour supply
needed to support economic growth across Greater Cambridge and Cambridgeshire;

2 provision of the right types of housing, including housing across a mix of tenures,
types and sizes to ensure businesses (and public services) are able to recruit the
workers they need and respond to changing economic demands; and

3 provision of housing in the right places to support sustainable transport modes and
make best use of existing infrastructure.

1.23 CEG LP note that the Iceni ‘Review of economic data, context and representations (June
2026)’ seeks to address some of this additional context, however it ultimately concludes:

6 Local Growth Plan, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority October 2025 (here)
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https://democracy.cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk/documents/s5480/FINAL%20DRAFT%20-%20CPCA%20Local%20Growth%20Plan.pdf
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“The Local Growth Plan and OE work for MHCLG set out aspirational and illustrative
scenarios which report higher outcomes than the Local Plan evidence. However they are
not considered suitable for local plan making. OE’s MHCLG work is termed
Gllustrative’....Similarly whilst Government is taking a greater focus on Greater
Cambridge’s growth potential, it is not yet clear how this will manifest and what certainty
it provides over long term economic outcomes.” (para 3.10-11)

This response fails to acknowledge that the wider aspirations for a ‘step change’ in growth
date back nearly a decade, and that GCSP Service’s current approach ultimately will result
in the continuing deferment addressing the medium and long term growth needs again
until the next round of plan-making, likely to be a decade away. As already noted, the last
round of plan-making in Greater Cambridge (i.e. currently adopted plans) itself adopted a
less ambitious plan for housing growth than the predecessor plans; it is therefore crucial
that the dGCLP takes the opportunity to plan now for the necessary step-change (including
achieving longer term growth aspirations) so that needs are not deferred by yet another
round of plan-making. GCSP’s Evidence of Housing Need

Greater Cambridge Employment and Housing Needs Update (2025) (EHNU)

The EHNU was the basis of the Regulation 18 version of the dGCLP and there is no
change/update to the EHNU or to Policy S/JH in the dGCLP (Reg 19).

Approach to housing and population projections

The dGCLP (Reg 19) remains underpinned by the EHNU (2025). This identifies that
Greater Cambridge’s standard method housing figure is 2,295 dwellings per year (of which
1,103 in Cambridge and 1,192 in South Cambridgeshire). Over the 21-year period — 2024 to
2045 - this equates to 48,195 dwellings. As a matter of principle, CEG LP note that this
represents only a ¢.35% increase on planned housing targets in currently adopted plans in
Greater Cambridge and only a c.15% increase on targets in the prior plans, thus raising the
question of whether it represents the ‘step change’ needed that has been referred to
extensively over the last decade.

1 To develop a demographic projection for Greater Cambridge, the EHNU adopts its own
assessment based on 10-year past trends, taking account of the 2021 Census. It also
factored in more recent mid-year population estimates (up to 2023) which were
available at the time the EHNU was prepared and which post-dated the 2021 Census.
The result was a projected increase in population across Greater Cambridge from
around 322,000 in 2024 t0 394,000 in 2045; an increase of 72,000 people or 22%
(rounded, see EHNU Table 2.2).

To this population change, the EHNU applies projected rates of household formation and
an allowance for the communal establishment population to estimate household growth.
This gives household growth of 34,689 over the plan period, growth of 1,652 households per
annum 2024 to 2045 (see EHNU Table 2.4).

The EHNU notes that this household growth is well below the standard method housing
figure, and as such a scenario is prepared which flexes (i.e. inflates) migration such that the
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standard method housing figure is ‘filled’. This yields population growth of just over
105,000, reaching over 427,000 by 2045. This represents a 33% increase over the period
and is higher than the trend-based growth projection. It represents annual growth of 1.6%,
which is also higher than growth seen over the last decade (1.4%). This projection also has a
younger age structure than the trend-based projection, as younger / working age people are
more likely to migrate. Whilst CEG LP broadly agree with the EHNU’s approach in
principle (i.e. increasing population growth to ‘fill’ housing, as more housing is provided)
CEG LP has concerns with how household formation and affordability has been considered
within the assessment of housing need, which are explored later in this section.

Whilst the standard method housing figure for Cambridge suggests growth in excess of past
trends, this is still relatively modest given some of the economic context for Cambridge set
out earlier, and the aspirations of local and central government to see Cambridge’s
economy grow rapidly. Therefore, it is important that GCSP Service consider whether
economic factors suggest that population (and therefore housing) growth is even higher
than the standard method indicates is needed, particularly in the context of NPPF paras 85-
86.

CEG LP also note that, since this evidence was prepared, ONS has produced its first full set
of population and household projections which post-date the 2021 Census; the 2022-based
sub-national population and household projections. These projections also reflect more up-
to-date assumptions nationally about levels of future long-term international migration;
something which is a key influence on demographic change in Greater Cambridge. In its
‘Review of economic data, context and representations’ (Iceni, June 2026) passing
reference is made to these projections but it does not appear that any analysis has been
undertaken and any conclusions reached about what the implications are for Greater
Cambridge. Given the historic nature of the projections used in the EHNU (which the
EHNU itself acknowledges) it would still be prudent for the GCSP Service to fully consider
these projections prior to the submission of the dGCLP for examination. This will save time
during the examination process.

Alignment with job growth and impacts on commuting

Below explains the approach of the evidence to the relationship between economic growth
and housing. It discusses the various scenarios and their inter-relationship, before going to
address the more fundamental problem at the heart of the approach.

Scenarios tested

The EHNU considers future economic growth scenarios for Greater Cambridge, broadly as
follows; (1) a ‘high’ growth scenario which sees recent (10-year) job growth rates continue
for the next 5 years, with a gradual return to the long-term (20-year) more balanced growth
rate thereafter; and (2) a ‘central’ scenario which similarly sees recent (10-year) growth
rates continue for the next 5 years, but with a quicker return to the long-term (20-year)
balanced growth rate thereafter. The EHNU states that latter represents “a more moderate
but still a ‘growth scenario’ considerably above baseline forecasts, reflecting overall
strong prospects in key sectors, but also the potential for full economic cycles and periods
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of slower growth within the future 20-year period” (para 3.8). CEG LP strongly questions
whether an assumption based on periods of ‘slower growth’ is consistent with the context
for this region discussed above.

1 Under the ‘central’ scenario job growth is forecast at 73,200 jobs in Greater
Cambridge over the plan period (2024-45) and under the ‘high’ scenario 90,900 jobs
(see EHNU Table 3.6). These equate to 3,486 and 4,329 jobs per year respectively,
with the higher scenario being around 25% above the central. These are shown in the
context of past trends at Table 3.7 of the EHNU, which shows trends over various 10-30
year periods. These range from c.2,400 jobs per year (1.2% compound annual growth
rate) in the 2001-23 period to 4,000 (2.1%) per year in the 2010-20 period.

2 The EHNU concludes that “the updated Central scenario is considered the most likely
outcome. This relies on much of the future period seeing (very) strong growth of
around 3,500 additional jobs per annum or more, which is higher than the 2001-23
rate, so in part relies on the growing economic base, but also builds in an assumption
that there will be slower or contracting periods and unforeseen shocks, which is likely
in most economies. The central is the preferred scenario based on the data available.”
(para 3.60). Again, CEG LP queries whether treating Greater Cambridge as behaving
like ‘most economies’ and thus assuming some ‘slower’ or ‘contracting’ periods in this
way is realistic or appropriate for planning in light of the context discussed above.

However, the EHNU still notes that “the high scenarios could be achieved or exceeded”,
with this requiring “a step change in infrastructure investment and development ... to
facilitate growth, notably in transport to connect in and move labour, as well as in wider
services infrastructure and the expansion of both housing and commercial development
programmes... the higher scenarios here would be a policy on approach ...” (paras 3.61-
62).

CEG LP welcomes the consideration of the ‘high’ (or indeed, even higher) economic growth
scenarios within the evidence base because economic growth is clearly an important factor
in plan-making in Greater Cambridge and it is crucial that this is supported by
commensurate housing and infrastructure growth. The key questions therefore are (1)
whether the planned level of economic growth in the dGCLP (Reg 19) aligns with wider
aspirations for Greater Cambridge and (2) whether the dGCLP (Reg 19) contains an amount
of housing that is aligned with this. The plan does neither of these and this will need to be
considered through the examination process.

The EHNU assesses the likely population (and therefore housing) needed to support its
‘central’ and ‘high’ job growth scenarios (Section 4). The EHNU finds that the ‘central’
economic growth scenario would require 2,292 dwellings per annum (broadly similar to
the standard method at 2,295) and that the ‘high’ scenario would require 2,829
dwellings per annum (see EHNU Table 4.6). Therefore, the ‘central’ scenario would
provide a very similar number of jobs to that which would be supported by the standard
method (para 4.21). In this context, CEG LP still questions whether the ‘central’ scenario is
as pro-growth as implied in the EHNU, or whether it actually represents a more
modest/business-as-usual future growth scenario, given it represents the amount of job
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growth that would occur simply by GCSP delivering the minimum amount of housing
needed based on the standard method set by Government.

As noted earlier, it is also questionable whether this represents the extent of ‘step change’ in
delivery in light of housing targets that have already been in place across Greater
Cambridge in the last roughly two decades. In the interests of ensuring Greater Cambridge
exceeds expectations, and that this is not deferred for yet another round of plan-making,
CEG LP strongly considers that much greater weight should be given to the
‘high’ scenario as an aspirational yet realistic scenario (or indeed
consideration to scenarios that are even higher).

1 CEG LP note the reasons that these jobs-led housing figures are slightly lower than
comparable figures in the 2023 evidence (EHNU Table 4.7 and para 4.30-31) and these
appear logical. However, as highlighted above it would be prudent for GCSP Service to
test that the EHNU’s findings remain robust in light of the 2022-based population
projections.

In summary, the evidence therefore shows:

The level of housing indicated by the standard method (around 2,300 homes per year)
is said by GCSP Service to be sufficient to support the ‘central’ job growth scenario
which sees growth of just under 3,000 jobs per year;

The level of housing needed to support the ‘high’ job growth scenario of just over 4,300
jobs per year is said to be higher, at just over 2,800 homes per year;

The two job growth scenarios should be seen in the context of past trends which have
varied over different 10-30 year periods between around 2,400-4,000 jobs per year
(growth rates of 1.2-2.1% per year), covering different lengths and economic cycles; and

The EHNU concludes that the ‘central’ scenario is preferred for economic growth, and
that the ‘high’ “could be achieved” but would be a “policy on approach” that would
require a “step change in infrastructure investment”.

In CEG LP’s view, given that the ‘central’ scenario would likely be the outcome simply by
delivering housing in accordance with the standard method, and given the ‘high’ scenario is
only around 25% above this, it is not evident there is much of a ‘step change’ occurring
under the ‘high’ scenario, or indeed whether a true ‘step change’ would be a scenario
associated with even higher housing and job growth.

There also appears to be a cyclical justification around high housing delivery and
infrastructure needs in plan-making, which is being sustained in this round of plan-making
in Greater Cambridge.

This will now be the third round of plan-making where the area is not planning for a true
‘step change’ in housing delivery, despite this being widely acknowledged as being needed
for a decade. In this case, the fact that high housing growth scenarios would be ‘policy on’
and require a ‘step change’ in infrastructure appear to be the justifications for not adopting
a higher housing growth scenario; but this is circular. Without planning policy to create the
conditions in which housing delivery will see a ‘step-change’, there will be no impetus to



also plan for the infrastructure that would come alongside that. To the contrary, there is no
reason why planning for an ambitious amount of housing, in line with economic growth
needs, would not be expected to come alongside the level of infrastructure needed to
support that level of housing growth. Adopting GCSP Service’s cycle of logic, a ‘step change’
in housing delivery would never arrive, given that it would always be deferred to an
unspecified later date when infrastructure is ‘ready’ to receive such housing delivery.

The fundamental flaw in approach

1.41 All of the above is to assume that GCSP Service’s evidence adopts the correct
methodological approach. In this regard, CEG LP has a further — more fundamental -
concern on the statistical relationship between population, households and jobs with a
particular focus on its approach to household representation rates (HRRs) and its lack of
consideration of affordability. The real-world effectiveness of the approach as a means of
showing needs will be met is not evidenced and the approach has an intellectual lacuna at
its heart.

1.42 It is well-established that Greater Cambridge sees worse workplace affordability (the ratio
of house prices to workplace earnings) compared with wider averages (10.82 for Cambridge
City and 9.31 for South Cambridge District) , and the planning system should do all it
reasonably can to address such issues, primarily through increasing housing supply. A
function of the shortage of housing supply and crisis in affordability is that people are less
able to afford to access homes, with increases in young adults living with parents for longer,
or cohabiting with other young adults. It also increases pressures on affordable housing.

1.43 The dGCLP (Reg 19)’s evidence seeks to make an adjustment for this by adjusting HRRs to
use 2014-based projections and to slightly increase household formation rates for 25-44
year olds to go halfway to those assumed in 2008 projections. This approach is flawed
primarily for several reasons:

1 Firstly, there is no evidence that aligning the number of homes to jobs in the way
assumed by the evidence will have the impact on affordability necessary for those in the
25-44 age group currently unable to afford homes to access them. There is no evidence
around the supply-price-affordability relationship to support the idea that the
statistical relationship of homes will enable the needs of that particular group to be met
by simply limiting the increase in supply to match the specific number of additional
households in that group.

2 Secondly, the adjustment HRRs to use assumptions from the 2014-based projections
and to go ‘halfway’ to the 2008-based projections are not, themselves, meeting need
given:

a  That starting point from which projections look forward bakes in significant
problems of affordability and a mismatch between homes and housing need in
Greater Cambridge; even in 2012, Cambridge had an affordability ratio of 9.5
compared to 7.6 in East of England and 6.6 in England as a whole7;

7 ONS Housing Affordability Statistics
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b  There is no benchmarking of the ‘as is’ position in Greater Cambridge in terms of
its relative position on affordability, concealed households, household formation
and what this means about the level of housing required to meet needs and address
the historic problems that exist; and

¢ The adjustment to HRRs only goes ‘halfway’ to the 2008 figure. It does not explain
why it does not go ‘all the way’.

3 Finally, and most importantly, the premise of the standard method is to provide a
level of housing over and above the assumed projection of households (i.e.
demographic change) to improve - or at least moderate - the worsening affordability of
housing®. All else being equal — including housing supply and population change -
affordability worsens when incomes increase. This means that in a growing economy,
even if the number of homes matched the population growth linked to the number of
jobs, affordability would worsen unless the supply of homes is increased further to a
sufficient extent that it impacts on prices. This is particularly pertinent in Greater
Cambridge, where data shows that earnings have consistently grown at a faster rate
than the national average®. Were this trend to continue in the future, CEG LP would
expect housing affordability to worsen at an even faster rate (all else being equal) in
Greater Cambridge compared with nationally, unless a material uplift in supply is
generated that would meaningfully improve affordability.

Matching the number of homes to the number of additional households driven by
economic growth (as is the approach in the GCSP Service’s evidence) misses this crucial
logic. GCSP Service’s current approach provides no material uplift to housing supply
that might be reasonably expected to improve affordability; as such GCSP Service’s
current approach is likely to create a deterioration in affordability for younger and
lower income households, rather than an improvement. This is a failure to meet needs.
This would also result in businesses struggling to recruit due to problems of
affordability for workers — something which was explicitly highlighted by respondents
to the consultation on established the GCDC, cited earlier.

1.44 In combination, GCSP Service’s approach is an abstract, simplistic and two-dimensional
approach. There is insufficient basis to conclude that, once the different job growth
scenarios are considered, the evidential method is effective in identifying the number of
homes that are genuinely necessary to support the economy, taking into account
affordability challenges. It is inescapable that it under-estimates the number of homes
required to address the problems of affordability, the needs of different groups and
addresses barriers to investment, as required by NPPF paras 85-86.

8 Affordability of housing being affect by households (i.e. demographic change), incomes, interest rates
and supply - see MHCLG, Analysis of the Determinants of House Price Changes, 2018, cited in GLA,
Housing Research Note 10: The Affordability Impacts of New Housing Supply, 2023

9 ONS Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings shows median and mean weekly earnings growth for
Greater Cambridge (weighted using Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire) has outpaced the rate of
growth across England in every period 2010 to 2025, 2015 to 2025 and 2020 to 2025.
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Proposed Housing Requirement in Plan

Notwithstanding the above critique of how the housing need associated with jobs has been
assessed, below CEG LP consider how the EHNU’s housing and employment findings
(inadequate though they are) have been taken forward within the dGCLP (Reg 19) and the
misalignment even on the plan’s own terms.

CEG LP’s concerns with the draft plan’s approach to housing and jobs, and why the dGCLP
(Reg 19) as currently drafted is unsound, relate to three key issues:

1 The overall amount of housing and jobs proposed (including the approach to
reasonable alternatives within the Sustainability Appraisal);

2 The approach to flexibility within housing supply and employment land supply; and

3 The potential implication arising from the lack of alignment between jobs and housing.

These issues are considered in turn below.

1. Overall quantum of housing and jobs

CEG LP has identified the flaws in the methodological approach to quantifying the
relationship between need for jobs and homes. It does not take account of the latest
projections. Its approach to HRRs is flawed and bakes in historic housing shortages in
Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire. Critically, it fails to recognise that an increase
in households associated with extra economic activity and household growth will worsen
affordability pressures, all things being equal, and there is no uplift for affordability in the
methodology that would have any material impact on the ability of those groups — such as
younger people and other concealed households — to better access homes at a price
consistent with their incomes. Consequently, the dGCLP (Reg 19) is not currently sound
because its evidence is flawed and likely underestimates the number of homes necessary to
meet the housing needs associated with increased levels of economic activity and thus
overcome barriers to investment necessary to achieve it, contrary to NPPF paras 61, 63 and
85 and 86 (d).

The overarching development strategy — in terms of overall number of jobs and homes
being planned for in Greater Cambridge to 2045 — is set out at Policy S/JH of the plan.

But this strategy represents no more than the ‘business as usual’ or ‘baseline’ economic
growth that would be expected if housing delivery were in line with the standard method. In
this respect, the dGCLP (Reg 19) is therefore not currently sound because it is not
consistent with national policy (specifically paras 85-86) as required by NPPF para 36(d).
Furthermore, this strategy would demonstrably result in a worsening of affordability, as
shown above, because it fails to provide a genuine ‘uplift’ in housing sufficient to moderate
or improve affordability, once underlying demand, incomes and interest rates are factored
in.

Within the supporting text (para 2.10 — this is the same text that appeared in the previous
version of the plan) the dGCLP (Reg 19) states:
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“..for jobs, the [EHNU] central forecast assumes strong growth of around 4,000
additional jobs per annum ... We consider that we should plan for this forecast of the most
likely level of new jobs”.

This statement is not reflective of the EHNU, which clearly shows (Table 3.7) the ‘central’
scenario being associated with 3,490 jobs per year. In fact, a figure of 4,000 jobs per year is
actually closer to the ‘high’ scenario, which Table 3.7 of the EHNU shows is 4,330 jobs per
year. The assertion that the policy is planning on the basis of around 4,000 jobs per year is
therefore not in accordance with the dGCLP (Reg 19)’s own evidence (were it to be accepted
on its own terms) and is misleading. It is concerning that these errors have not been
corrected in this version of the plan. Over a 21-year plan period the difference between the
number of jobs indicated by the ‘central’ scenario (3,490 per year) and those asserted in the
dGCLP (Reg 19) (4,000 per year) is nearly 11,000 jobs. The dGCLP (Reg 19) is therefore not
currently sound because it does not reflect its own evidence, as required by NPPF para

36(b).
Scenarios for growth quantum assessed in Sustainability Appraisal
The PPG (on SEA and SA) states that:

“The sustainability appraisal needs to consider and compare all reasonable alternatives
as the plan evolves, including the preferred approach...., reasonable alternatives are the
different realistic options considered by the plan-maker in developing the policies in the
plan. They need to be sufficiently distinct to highlight the different sustainability
implications of each so that meaningful comparisons can be made.” (PPG ID 11-018).

The dGCLP (Reg 19) is underpinned by an updated Sustainability Appraisal (July 2026),
however this does not introduce any additional options for housing or employment growth
quanta, instead ‘doubling down’ on the preferred approach underpinning the Policy S/JH.

On this basis, the dGCLP (Reg 19) is currently not sound because is it not justified (NPPF
para 36b), insofar as the overall development strategy has effectively not considered any
reasonable alternative growth quantum scenarios. This could be addressed by updating the
SA to include alternative, higher, housing and job growth scenarios. This updating should
be undertaken prior to the submission of the dGCLP for examination albeit after being
subject to consultation.

2. Flexibility in housing and employment provision

Housing

Table 2 of the dGCLP (Reg 19) shows that GCSP Service’s total identified housing supply
amounts to 52,032 (this is a slight increase on the 51,328 homes in the previous version of
the plan), giving an 8.2% buffer above the minimum requirement of set out in Policy S/JH.
There is a deferral in delivery of the backlog of housing not provided for in the first five
years of the plan rather than a proactive approach being taken to deliver new homes in the
short term.
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In theory, if all of the identified housing supply came forward, this would equate to 2,477
per annum being delivered over the plan period (2024-45). This would fall short of the
number of homes needed to support the ‘high’ job growth scenario, which is in itself:

1 An under-estimate of true housing need associated with the ‘high’ economic growth
scenario, on the basis that the EHNU’s assessment does not contain a ‘true’ market
signals uplift to housing provision that would materially improve affordability; and

2 The ‘high’ economic growth scenario is only a modest (25%) uplift in jobs over the
‘central’ scenario, so is unlikely to be a realistic picture of aspirational economic
growth.

Even if all housing supply identified in the dGCLP (Reg 19) came forward, the plan would
fall short in delivering enough housing to support the ‘high’ scenario by ¢.7,400 homes (21
years’ of need at 2,829 = 59,409, compared with 52,032 supply). CEG LP considers this is
the absolute best-case scenario for housing supply given that it is inevitable that not all
housing supply will come forward (for example if there are changes to site capacity, changes
in deliverability of sites, competition in the market, changing demand for other uses, etc).

This lack of flexibility in housing supply is important context for GCSP Services’s approach
to employment land flexibility, which is discussed below.

Employment land

The supporting text for S/JH goes on to state that GCSP Service is “mindful that EHEU
identified a higher job growth forecast, placing greater weight on rapid growth in the
recent past, particularly in key sectors, and that it recommended providing flexibility in
employment land in case the market delivers more jobs than anticipated” (para 2.11) —
CEG LP notes that this is exactly the same text as appeared in the Reg 18 version of the
plan. As a result, the employment land supply for key sectors is 302,600sqm offices,
600,000sqm R&D and 317,000sqm industrial/warehousing (para 2.12). These reflect the
recommended quanta of different types of floorspace set out at 5.30-40 of the EHNU.

It is important to consider how these recommended requirements relate to the labour-
demand based floorspace requirements. Whilst it is acknowledged that there may be a need
to plan for more employment space than required (based on labour demand) for a variety of
reasons (e.g. to allow for flexibility, take account of losses, vacancy, reflect market signals,
allow for choice, to reflect past trends, etc), if there is a substantial misalignment between
the likely number of jobs created and the amount of labour supply generated by housing
growth there is a real risk of negative sustainability outcomes (as discussed later in this
section).

The EHNU sets out the labour-demand based floorspace need results by sector at Table 5.2;
these figures already include an allowance for flexibility and vacancy. These show that for
the ‘central’ scenario there is a labour-demand floorspace need for [figures rounded]:

1 Office space at 280,000sqm, which is slightly below than the 302,600sqm cited in the
plan;
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2 R&D space at 380,000sqm, which is substantially below than the 600,000sqm cited in
the plan; and

3 Industry and warehouse (combined) at just over 125,000sqm which is substantially
below than the 317,000sqm cited in the plan.

For the ‘high’ scenario the labour-demand floorspace need is for 328,000sqm, 543,000
sqm and 150,500sqm for each sector respectively. This shows that the amount of R&D
floorspace being planned for exceeds — by a significant margin — the amount needed based
on labour-demand under even the ‘high’ scenario, and this is even more so the case for
industry/warehousing (which is being planned for at over double the amount based on
labour-demand).

This shows that based on GCSP Service’s own evidence (which on housing and jobs under-
estimates need), it is planning for a level of employment growth which substantially exceeds
its ‘central’ scenario and which forms the basis of the housing requirement. If all (or even
most) of this floorspace came forward it would likely exceed even the ‘high’ labour demand
scenario.

CEG LP welcomes the upward flexibility in the amount of employment floorspace being
planned for (and indeed, consider this could go even further in light of factors discussed
earlier) as this will be key to achieving economic growth aspirations; but it is asymmetric
for this not to be supported by commensurate upward flexibility in (and thus delivery of)
housing. As described above, whilst there is some flexibility also built into GCSP Services’s
housing supply, even if this all came forward it would still fall short of the housing need
under the ‘high’ economic growth scenario by around 7,400 homes over the plan period.
However, given the dGCLP (Reg 19) employment strategy is likely to result in job growth
that exceeds even the ‘high’ scenario, the shortfall in housing (which is needed to
sustainably support job growth) is likely to be far greater than this.

On this basis, the dGCLP (Reg 19) is not sound because:

1 Itis not positively prepared (NPPF para 36a) as it does not meet the area’s objectively
assessed development needs; and

2 Itis not justified (NPPF 36b) as it’s evidence base does not show that it would result in
an aligned housing and employment strategy, that is consistent with sustainable
development.

3. Potential impacts of lack of alignment between jobs and housing

The NPPF (86) requires planning authorities to address the barriers to economic growth,
including housing. The potential impacts of the lack of housing to support economic growth
fundamentally undermine sustainable development objectives of the NPPF and have real-
world consequences for residents, businesses and the wider economy (including the
regional and national economies).
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Unsustainable Commuting Patterns

As shown above, GCSP Service’s employment strategy is likely to yield jobs even in excess of
the ‘high’ job growth scenario (which is welcomed), yet — even on the terms of its own
evidence (which CEG LP considers under-estimates the number of homes required to meet
needs) - it is only planning for enough homes to meet the ‘central’ scenario. If there are an
insufficient number of workers living close to employment growth arising in Greater
Cambridge, this would certainly create the need for workers to travel further, into Greater
Cambridge from elsewhere, leading to long-distance unsustainable commuting patterns
and unnecessary demands being placed on transport infrastructure.

The [2011] Census shows that for people commuting into Greater Cambridge from
elsewhere, the vast majority — nearly 80% - travel by car (this actually rises to 84% when
people who travel as passengers are included). A strategy in which employment growth in
Greater Cambridge is not matched by commensurate housing growth within the area will
therefore almost certainly result in an increase in in-commuting to Greater Cambridge, the
majority of which will be by private car, with knock-on impacts on traffic/congestion, air
quality, climate change and overall quality of life. This is — unless — additional housing
growth is focussed in areas where alternatively transport options genuinely exist, such as on
the edge of Cambridge City (where the site is located) where buses, walking and cycling
represent genuine alternatives to car travel.

For these reasons, CEG LP also disputes the finding of the SA (July 2026) regarding the
overall development strategy in Policy S/JH, which states “the housing target is supported
by a substantial level of job growth in the area, which is likely to help support self-
containment and minimising long distance commuting, as Greater Cambridge residents
will be able to benefit from nearby employment opportunities” (SA para 5.36 — this also
appeared in the previous version of the SA [October 2025] at para 5.30). The substantially
higher levels of job growth likely to be generated by the dGCLP (Reg 19) will clearly not
result in self-containment given they are not matched by an equivalent level of housing, as
set out above.

Affordability

Over the last decade housing affordability (the ratio of prices to workplace earnings) has
been consistently high in Cambridge City at around 12-14 times workplace earnings and in
South Cambridgeshire at around 10-12. This compares with the national average of around
7.

As noted above the EHNU’s assessment makes no allowance for price elasticities and thus
the level of additional supply that would be needed to moderate house price-income
relationship taking into account the additional levels of financial demand being injected
into the local economy by the economic growth anticipated by the plan. It is therefore
under-estimating the number of homes required if the economic growth scenarios are to be
achieved alongside improvements in housing affordability. This is arguably the key issue
pertaining to housing in Cambridge, as highlighted in the responses to the consultation on
the establishment of the GCDC which is discussed above.



1.73 The analysis presented in the CEG LP objections shows a lack of housing relative to demand
(driven by employment growth) is likely to contribute to a further worsening of housing
affordability (both for housing to buy and to rent), making it difficult for lower wage
workers in particular to access housing close to near where they work. Further worsening of
affordability could result in business and public services that rely on lower paid workers
struggling to recruit and retain workers. This would also result in a knock-on impact on the
demand for affordable housing, which would increase as fewer people are able to meet their
needs in the private market.

Business resilience and competitiveness

1.74 A shortage of labour supply generally could in turn undermine local businesses and services
and their ability to recruit and retain workers. Again, this was expressly noted as a key issue
raised by consultees in the Government’s response to the consultation on the GCDC, cited
above. Across all income levels, the immobility of workers undermines agglomeration
benefits and could lead to reduced competition between businesses, stifling economic
growth. Businesses may choose to locate elsewhere, either within the UK or internationally
which would undermine Greater Cambridge’s (and the wider Arc’s) position as the potential
global leader in education, life sciences, technology and other sectors. Stifling economic
growth in Cambridgeshire in this way would also certainly undermine wider regional and
national economic growth prospects.

Impacts on sustainable development

1.75 An employment strategy which is not aligned with the housing strategy is fundamentally
contrary to a number of national policy objectives, including;

1 The NPPF’s overall objectives of sustainable development (para 8) which include:

a  An economic objective to ensure land of the right types is available in the right
places and at the right time to support growth; and

b  An environmental objective to protect the natural environment including by
minimising pollution and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including
moving to a low carbon economy.

2 The NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 11) which states
that for plan-making, sustainable development means that “all plans should promote a
sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet the development needs of their
area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the environment; mitigate climate
change ... and adapt to its effect”.

3 The NPPF’s provisions for ‘Building a Strong, Competitive Economy’, which states that
planning policies should:

a  “help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt”
(NPPF 85) — the conditions in Greater Cambridge will not provide sufficient
housing to support job growth, will actively work against this objective, as
businesses will be reliant upon attracting workers to travel in from further afield,

Pg 17/20
41635330v1



Pg 18/20
41635330v1

limiting the labour pool which they can draw upon and potentially undermining
business growth;

The NPPF goes on to state that “this is particularly important where Britain can
be a global leader in driving innovation”. This is clearly applicable in
Cambridgeshire which consistently ranks amongst the most productive parts of the
country and is a world-renowned centre for education and innovation; and

“seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate
infrastructure, services or housing, or a poor environment” (NPPF 86c¢). In the
context of Greater Cambridgeshire, insufficient housing (in appropriate proximity
to jobs, as indicated by GCSP Service’s clear reliance on significantly increasing in
commuting from elsewhere) would represent a clear and serious barrier to
investment and job growth, whilst also placing further unnecessary pressure on
infrastructure, particularly highways.

4 The NPPF’s provisions for ‘Promoting Sustainable Transport’, in which it states:

a

“Transport issues should be considered from the earliest stages of plan-making
and development proposals, so that...c) opportunities to promote walking, cycling
and public transport use are identified and pursued” (NPPF para 108). These
opportunities are fundamentally affected by an authority’s spatial strategy, and
ensuring that sufficient housing is delivered close to job growth, which is not the
case in Greater Cambridge;

“The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of
these objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations which
are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a
genuine choice of transport modes” (NPPF para 109, emphasis added). The dGCLP
(Reg 19) strategy does not make the most of providing housing on the edge of
Cambridge which is the only place where genuine active travel alternatives to
reaching the City exist; and

Planning policies should “support an appropriate mix of uses across an area, ... to
minimise the number and length of journeys needed for employment...” (NPPF
para 110) — again, the dGCLP (Reg 19) does not make the most of opportunities for
housing on the edge of Cambridge where walking and cycling into the City are
genuine options for travel.

5 The NPPF’s policies for ‘Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change’, which state:

a

“The planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a
changing climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. It should
help to: shape places in ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse
gas emissions” (NPPF para 157) — the spatial strategy of the dGCLP (Reg 19) will
be highly reliant on increased commuting by car, it needs to make the most of
providing housing on the edge of the City where workers can walk/cycle, negating
the need for car journeys for work; and
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b  “New development should be planned for in ways that...b) can help to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its location” (NPPF para 159). This
directly links to the above points that the dGCLP (Reg 19) does not make the most
of sustainable locations on the edge of the City.

The dGCLP (Reg 19) is therefore not currently sound as per NPPF para 35(d) because it is
not consistent with national policy. In fact, the plan is highly contrary to national policy
across a range of areas, as identified above. The misalignment of jobs and housing would
also clearly undermine the overarching vision of the plan, which is:

“Greater Cambridge in 2045 and beyond will be a place where a big decrease in our
climate and environmental impacts comes with the continued flourishing of our
internationally significant innovation economy, and a big increase in the quality of
everyday life for all our communities. New development must: minimise carbon emissions
and reliance on the private car create thriving neighbourhoods with the variety of jobs
and homes and supporting infrastructure we need....” (para 2.3)

It also undermines almost all of the dGCLP (Reg 19) strategic priorities, which are:

Climate Change: Help Greater Cambridge transition to net zero carbon by 2050, by
ensuring that development is sited in places that help to limit carbon emissions;

Wellbeing and Social Inclusion: Help improve equality of access and opportunities
for people in Greater Cambridge to lead healthier and happier lives, ensuring that
everyone benefits from the development of new homes and jobs;

Great Places: Sustain the unique character and identities of Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire, and complement it with beautiful and distinctive development,
creating a place where people want to live, work, visit and play;

Jobs: Encourage a flourishing, dynamic and mixed economy in Greater Cambridge
which includes a wide range of jobs, while maintaining our area's global reputation for
education, research and innovation; and

Homes: Plan for enough housing to meet our need, including significant quantities of
housing that is affordable to rent and buy, and different kinds of homes to suit our
diverse communities.

Proposed Modification

It is concerning that Greater Cambridge is only planning to meet the ‘minimum’ level of
housing need set out by government in national policy (with a modest buffer in the housing
supply) and even on its own evidence (which CEG LP disputes) it is not aligning its housing
ambitions with those it holds for the economy.

CEG LP is also concerned that the Sustainability Appraisal fails to consider any reasonable
alternatives aside from the preferred strategy and indeed is narrowing its options; this does
not reflect the PPG.

Policy S/JH should therefore be entirely re-written to reflect a true ‘step change’ in
economic circumstances with an appropriate job creation figure at Part 1a). Even if Part 1a)
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remains unchanged, these modest job growth aspirations must be matched by
commensurate housing growth in order to represent sustainable development. As such,
Part 1b) would need updating to reflect a housing requirement figure which is substantially
uplifted to address this.

1 The implications of CEG LP’s objections are that the dGCLP (Reg 19) would need to
identify additional allocations to meet the actual housing needs of Greater
Cambridgeshire. Although CEG LP recognises that it is not the purpose of the GCLP
examination to consider omission sites, in putting forward the case that additional
housing allocations are required, there is the opportunity to allocate land to the south
east of Cambridge controlled by CEG LP.

Participation at the Examination
Yes.

CEG LP is committed to working productively with the GCSP Service to deliver on its
strategic priorities through this Local Plan. Drawing on its interests and experience
delivering in the area, CEG LP hopes to play a significant role in meeting Greater
Cambridge’s housing and employment needs. Therefore, it is essential that policies within
the Local Plan create a deliverable environment informed by CEG LP’s experience. CEG LP
would be able to make a positive contribution during the examination’s hearing sessions to
expand on the points made above and provide further detail to inform the Inspectors’
considerations.



