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Representation 

• Document: Great Cambridge Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation 

• Policy: S/DS: Development Strategy 

• Is the Plan sound and legally compliant: The plan is not positively prepared as the 
development strategy is not consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

Details of the representation:  

1.1. The Councils recognise that to help Greater Cambridge transition to net zero carbon by 
2050 it is essential that development is sited in places that help to reduce carbon 
emissions. Accordingly, the development strategy seeks in part to maximise opportunities 
for growth by the location of existing and committed public transport schemes. Examples 
of this are development north of Cambourne taking advantage of the proposed East West 
Rail station and Cambridge East being supported by the proposed Cambridge Eastern 
Access public transport corridor improvements. Weight is also attached to the potential for 
a new rail station to be delivered on the site to make it more sustainable.  

1.2. It is clear from this strategy that significant weight is being attached to delivering growth 
around future train stations. This broadly accords with the approach taken by the 
Government in the 2026 revision of the NPPF, which seeks to focus growth around existing, 
well-connected station. Specifically, compliance with decision-making Policy S5(h) 
meaning that applications for sites near to well-connected stations should be approved, 
unless the benefits of doing so would be substantially outweighed by any adverse effects, 
when assessed against the national decision-making policies in the NPPF. 

1.3. Whilst this local plan is being prepared under the legacy plan making system, with 
soundness in relation to consistency with national policy being considered against the 
NPPF of December 2024, the decision-making policies of the NPPF 2026 will nonetheless 
be material considerations in the determination of any applications for windfall sites. This is 
important as the Councils recognise that windfall sites are a valuable supply of new homes 
and employment opportunities. However, the emerging Local Plan is failing to capitalise on 
the benefits of windfalls sites that are now likely to come forward within reasonable walking 
distances of well-connected stations in accordance with Policy S5. This is a missed 
opportunity to strengthen the supply of new homes and mixed-use developments whilst 
also providing greater opportunities for developers of small and medium sized sites.   

1.4. Figure 51 shows the disconnect between the development strategy of the emerging GCLP 
and the Government’s aim of concentrating development around well-connected stations. 
Given that there are well-connected stations to the south of Cambridge, allocating sites 
that are physically well-related to these stations must form part of the development 
strategy for the Greater Cambridge area. Especially, as it is inevitable that sites will now 
come forward for development. Sites such as those being promoted by our client, R2 
Developments Ltd., at ‘Land to the south-east of Cambridge Road, Foxton’ (HELAA Site ID 
40408 -Site ID 115890) and ‘Land to the north and east of Barrington Road, Foxton’ (HELAA 
Site ID (2023) 40412 -Site ID 115891) (‘the Foxton sites’).     

 

1 Figure 5: Map showing proposed Development Strategy for Greater Cambridge 



 

 

1.5. Presently, outside of Cambridge, the city fringes and new settlements, development in rural 
areas is focused on Rural Centres and Minor Rural Centres. Whilst there is merit in this 
strategy, it ignores the fact that the majority of these settlements are not near to well-
connected stations. In contrast there are a number of Group Villages that have railway 
stations on the London to Cambridge line (Foxton, Meldreth and Whittlesford). Compliance 
with Policy S5 now means that applications for windfall sites that are physically well-related 
to these stations should be approved, even where they are within the Green Belt. Therefore, 
the emerging GCLP needs to acknowledge the potential for these windfall sites to deliver 
new homes as part of a plan led process, rather than through allowing them to come 
forward as windfall applications.   

1.6. The allocation of small and medium sized sites, like the Foxton sites, near these stations 
would not compromise the development strategy. Rather, they would offer an opportunity 
to deliver a more diverse growth strategy through a greater range of sites in sustainable 
locations where levels of car use for travel to work would not necessarily be higher than in 
Rural Centres and Minor Rural Centres that do not have railway stations. This change would 
be a positive response to the challenges of net zero carbon and Climate Act obligations and 
not undermine the Councils’ vision and strategic priorities. 

1.7. National planning policy states that plans should set out “an appropriate strategy, taking 
into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence”. The 2026 
revisions of the NPPF now mean that growth focused around the existing railway network is 
a reasonable alternative that needs to be considered. If not, then it risks undermining the 
emerging Local Plan through speculative applications supported by Policy S5(h) resulting in 
unplanned growth.  

1.8. It is acknowledged that the GCLP team identified alternative development strategy choices 
based on geographically focused hybrids of previously identified sources of supply. One of 
which comprised Public Transport Corridors. It is unclear why the Cambridge to London rail 
network was not considered further. Especially as the proposed East West rail route is 
driving development north of Cambourne.    

1.9. The blended strategy to meet a variety of needs and responding to the opportunities 
provided by different sources of supply does not fully utilise the public transport corridor 
of the London to Cambridge railway lines and the settlements with stations on them. Where 
those settlements are also within cycling distance of higher order settlements, then their 
potential to accommodate growth should be acknowledged and promoted through site 
allocations. Whilst those sites supported by Policy S5(h) nearer to Cambridge are inevitably 
within the Green Belt, like the Foxton sites, decision-making Policy GB7(1)(h) now confirms 
that these are now a category of development that is not inappropriate in the Green Belt.  

1.10. Given the reliance on windfall sites, the revision to the NPPF and they impact they will have 
on delivery around stations must now be acknowledged. The Councils’ evidence for its 
windfall allowance is based on in-depth analysis of historic housing completions on windfall 
sites and consideration of future trends taking account of national legislation, and national 
and local planning policy. Given the timing of this consultation, it is inevitable that this in-
depth analysis could not have taken into account the recent revisions of the NPPF and the 
implications of applications coming forward in compliance with Policy S5 in particular. 
Accordingly, the development strategy must consider the implications of Policy S5 on the 
determination of applications for windfall and use this as an opportunity to allocate more 
small and medium sized sites that are well located to existing well-connected railway 
stations.   



 

 

The need for more small and medium sized sites to be allocated  

1.11. Figure 92 shows how the development strategy is increasingly focussing larger sites 
including new settlements, which take can years to deliver new homes and employment 
opportunities. Indeed, 81% of the homes to be delivered across Greater Cambridge are on 
sites of 1,000 or more homes. This clear over reliance on strategic sites reduces the 
opportunity for small and medium sized developers that are more likely to build out smaller 
sites faster if they are allocated through the emerging Local Plan. This approach would also 
offer greater resilience to changes in the housing market and increases in materials and 
energy costs that may slow the build out of larger strategic sites. There would also be the 
added benefit of ensuring a more robust five-year supply position in the early years of the 
plan.  

1.12. The trend for local plans covering the Greater Cambridge authorities to rely on larger sites 
for housing delivery and economic growth has its risks. This approach sidelines small and 
medium sized developers that are finding it increasing difficult to deliver sites in and 
around Cambridge. It is important that the emerging Local Plan is a vehicle for growth of the 
SME sector rather than offering few opportunities for small and medium developers to find 
sites.  

1.13. Requiring SMEs to have a greater reliance on windfall sites means that individual sites have 
greater risks of not being considered suitable for development if they are outside 
settlements. As the principal of their development is not established through an allocation 
even when they are in sustainable locations. This means that SMEs inevitably have to look 
for less certain sites where the costs of attempting to secure a planning consent, and the 
risks of not achieving one would inevitably be higher.   

1.14. This approach in effect prioritises volume housebuilders that may be less likely to utilise 
local trades, services and supply chains. The distinct lack of small and medium sites being 
allocated will contribute to the continued decline in small and medium sized house builders 
operating in Greater Cambridge.  

1.15. SMEs offer a greater diversity of choice in house designs and materials that can add 
character and legibility to the villages of Greater Cambridge. The increased reliance of 
volume housebuilders who rely on larger less diverse supply chains can lead to a homogeny 
in house types and materials to do not always reflect the unique characters of the 
traditional settlements of South Cambridgeshire.   

Wider regional needs  

1.16. The benefits of delivering housing around railway stations that provide direct access to 
London have wider, regional benefits in meeting some of the housing needs of the capital. 
The recently published draft London Plan indicates that there would be a significant 
undersupply of housing in the first ten years after its adoption. The draft London Plan’s 
approach to increasing housing supply towards the end of the plan period will inevitably 
have an impact upon settlements outside of London that have traditionally been used by 
commuters reliant on the railway. This potential wider housing need for the southeast of 

 

2 Figure 9: Distribution of growth in comparison to previous Local Plans 



 

 

England is likely to put further pressure for development around stations that access 
London, which is supported by Policy S5.  

1.17. Policy S5 promotes both residential and employment uses near to the well-connected 
station. In this case the Foxton sites offer the opportunity for commercial development 
alongside housing. Indeed, this could be a means of maximising the development potential 
of the Cambridge Road site in particular. By delivering employment opportunities alongside 
new homes it would meet the requirements of paragraph 111 of NPPF seeking to minimise 
the length and journeys needed for employment opportunities. The location of employment 
uses on the A505 corridor, where there are nearby, larger employment sites would help to 
deliver a greater range of employment space for companies to grow whilst staying within 
the same geographical area. This would be important for staff retention and building client 
bases that companies need to grow.  

Conclusion  

1.18. The Government is clear that sustainable development in line with Policy S3 of the 2026 
NPPF can be delivered by the development of sites within reasonable walking distance of 
well-connected stations. Sites such as those in Foxton have effectively been given a green 
light for applications to be supported where they comply with Policy S5(h). However, there 
is sill a risk for small and medium developers in attempting to secure planning permission 
for such sites. This risk could be removed by the emerging Local Plan allocating them for 
development.  

1.19. Given the number of such stations to the south of the Greater Cambridge area the 
development potential of land surrounding them cannot be ignored as they now offer a 
reasonable alternative for meeting some of the growth needs. The GCLP elevates Rural 
Centres and Minor Rural Centres when considering sustainability in the rural areas of 
Greater Cambridge. However, in light of the 2026 NPPF changes, lower order settlements 
with well-connected should now be on an equal footing with their sustainability 
acknowledged through the strategy for growth in rural areas.    

Proposed Modification: 

1.20. Criterion ‘e’ of Part 1 of Policy S/DS should be amended by way of the text highlighted 
below:  

1. The need for jobs and homes will be met as far as possible in the following order of 
preference, having regard to the purposes of the Cambridge Green Belt: 

a. Within the Cambridge urban area; 

b. On the edge of Cambridge; 

c. At an expanded Cambourne; 

d. At other new settlements; and 

e. In the rural southern cluster and wider rural area at Rural Centres, and Minor Rural 
Centres and within reasonable walking distances of well-connected stations. 

1.21. Participate in examination: Yes 



 

 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act  2004 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


