
   

 

Lizzie Wood 
Team Leader – Planning Policy and Strategy 
Greater Cambridge Shared Planning Service 
South Cambridgeshire Hall 
Cambridge Business Park  
Cambourne 
Cambridge 
CB23 6EA 

          Sent via email to 

 

25 September 2026 

       

Dear Lizzie, 

Proposed Submission Greater Cambridge Local Plan Consultation 2026 

This representation to the Proposed Submission Greater Cambridge Local Plan 2026 Consultation has been made on 
behalf of our client, the Pampisford Estate Farms Limited and the Trustees of the James Binney Will Trust (hereafter 
referred to as “PE”).  

The representation principally relates to their land interest, allocated site S/GF: Land adjacent to A11 and A1307 at 
Grange Farm.  

Context 

The site has been promoted to date through the course of the earlier stages of Local Plan preparation, and this letter 
provides further support for the inclusion of the site as an allocation within the Local Plan.  

The inclusion of the site will both strengthen the supply of housing and bring forward new employment opportunities 
as well as providing additional investment in transport and community infrastructure.  We believe that the site is 
fundamentally in the right place to provide complementary housing, as part of a vibrant mixed use new community, in 
close proximity to the Southern Cluster, thus creating the maximum opportunity for people to travel to work by 
modes other than by car.  With planned delivery of CSET, the site will be very well placed to provide high quality public 
transport and active travel links into Cambridge, including direct links to the Cambridge Biomedical Campus. 

As landowner, PE is committed to delivering a scheme of the highest possible quality and intend to take a long term 
role in the design, delivery and stewardship of the development.   

We have set out in full the case for Grange Farm in our submitted evidence base (dated June 2026) and therefore we 
do not repeat it here. 

A suite of documents were submitted by PE to GCSP in June 2026, having been developed collaboratively with GCSP 

officers and other stakeholders since January 2026.   

• Place Vision and Concept Proposals (Stir Architects) 

• Historic Environment Baseline Report (Landgage Heritage) and associated Geophysical Survey 

• Transport Topic Papers (KMC Transport Planning) 

• Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (BSG Ecology) 

• Landscape Strategy (Fabrik) 

• Managing Water and Finite Resources (i.e. Utilities)  (Hilson Moran). 

 
  



   

 

The basis for our response 

The Local Plan is to be examined having regard to the National Planning Policy Framework 2024 which required that 

local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have been prepared in accordance 

with legal and procedural requirements, and whether they are sound. Plans are ‘sound’ if they are: 

a) Positively prepared; 

b) Justified; 

c) Effective; and 

d) Consistent with national policy. 

These representations therefore relate to these tests. 

Our position 

PE are very supportive of the principle of the allocation the broad scale and location of the development and mix of 

uses proposed.   

However, PE wish to propose a series of further modifications to the allocation in order to optimise the development 

of the site, and to ensure it delivers the most appropriate form and quality of development, whilst respecting 

neighbouring communities, as well as important environmental and other technical constraints affecting the site. 

In order to make these points, these are presented as objections to elements of the policy.  We are aware of the 

broad nature of concerns as expressed by local communities and other interested parties, and believe that the 

modifications proposed will go some way to alleviating concerns expressed. 

We note that there are a number of drafting errors and inconsistencies when comparing the policy in the Reg 19 Local 

Plan, and the supporting evidence.  We suggest that such inconsistencies should be addressed prior to submission of 

the plan for Examination. 

Overview of proposed modifications to Policy SG/F and figure 68 (indicative spatial framework) 

The primary changes, and our rationale for these changes is summarised below, with more detailed objections then 

provided in respect of the specific limbs of Policy S/GF.   

Our requested modifications can be summarised as follows: 

- Moving the northern boundary of development further north – there is a lack of justification or evidence for 

such a substantial setback from the Roman Road.  We strongly advocate the need to move the allocation 

boundary further north, whilst ensuring an appropriate and acceptable relationship to the Roman Road 

Scheduled Monument and SSSI.  The case for this is set out in PE’s submitted evidence dated June 2026, 

including the Masterplan Vision and Place Principles, Historic Environment Baseline Report, and Landscape 

Strategy.  We are committed to working with GCSP, Historic England, Cambridgeshire County Council Historic 

Environment Team and other interested parties to ensure an appropriate design response.  As it stands, the 

prescription in the policy is not justified, and is to the detriment of the scheme.  Revisions to the policy and to 

Figure 68 are requested 

- Moving the eastern boundary of development further west  – PE’s submitted evidence, including landscape 

strategy, makes clear the importance of keeping development west of the eastern ridge, to prevent views of 

development in long views from the east.  As proposed, the allocation boundary extends beyond the ridge, a 

consequence of the substantial setback of the northern boundary, and  is not supported.  As it stands, the 

prescription in the policy is not justified, and revisions to the policy and to Figure 68 are proposed. 

- New northern vehicular access on / off the A11 – the transport evidence submitted in June 2026 proposed 

an additional site access in the north west corner of the site, which we consider to be important to delivery of 

the movement strategy (and which necessitates infrastructure within the SEA north of the current proposed 























   

 

If you have any questions about the content of these representations, then please do not hesitate to contact either 

myself or Mr Frederick Killander. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Richard Oakley 

Director 

For and on behalf of No. 6 Developments 

 





