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Date 22 July 2013

Dear Sir

S/0645M3/FL - ERECTION OF 60 DWELLINGS (CLASS C3) INCLUDING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING, ACCESS, CAR PARKING, AND ASSOCIATED WORKS, OPEN SPACE,

LANDSPACING AND|A CHILDREN'S PLAY AREA
LAND AT CODY ROAD WATERBEACH

Wa act for Manor Qak|Homes Limited and have been provided with copies of recent cormaspondance
passing between our dient's planning consultant, Peter McKeawn and the planning officer, Ray
McMurray, in relation fp the above Application.

Specifically, we have heen referred to Mr McMurray's email dated 9 July and Mr McKeown's response
of the 18 July.

As far as we are aware, the ILPA has not reptied to Mr McKeown's letter, We would confirm at this
stage, however, that we agree entirely with the points made in that letter and endorsa Mr. McKeown's
approach to the application of National and Locat Planning Policy.

Suffice to say, we are very surprised by and have deep concerns about the LPA Policy Team's own
interpretation of NPPF Policies and their application to our client’s site, The arguments raised and
conclusions reached are totally misconceived and expose a worrying misunderstanding of the relevant
policy framework.
To be clear, the correct approach to detarmination of this Application should be as set out below.

THE CORE STRATEGY

We note that the LPA’s Core Strategy Development Plan Document was adopted in January 2007 and
contains the most up-fo-date and tested figures on housing provision.

Policy ST/2 “Housing Provieion” states that 20,000 new homes will be pravided in South
Cambridgeshire during the period 1999-2018 and that provision of affordable housing will be sought
as part of overall housing provision. ‘
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Mr R MeMurray : 22 July 2013
LAND AT CODY ROAD WATERBEACH :

One of the objectives of the Core Strategy as set out by the LPAis to

*...reflect tha strategy in the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Flan 2003 with the focus on
locating-new development in.the most sustainable Jocations...”

The LPA has already identified Waterbeach as one of the most sustainable villages in-the District.
Indeed as stated in the Planning Statemant supporting otr client's Applmatton

...there are a wide range of services and facilities present within the village and Waterbeach also
benef ts from. having a raitway station offering direct access to Carnbridge, Ely end London Kings
Cross. The-application site is accessible to the services and facilities: provided
walking cycﬁng and public-transport and the proposals will provide much neaded slng for the
District™

In addition, the proposed development would make an immedliate and crucial co‘nt!‘lbutlbn towards the
LPA’s five yaar supply of deliverable housing sites. Critically, the development praposed includes 24
affordable dwellings for which there is a significant need across the District,

THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK

Bince adﬁption of the Core Strategy, the Nationat Planning Policy Framework Issugd in March 2012
(“NPPF") has re-emphasised that sustainable development should go ahead, withut delay. Indeed,
paragraph 14 of the NPPF states:

"Al tha heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumplion in favour, of sustainable
development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both pianimaking and
decision taking... for decislon taking this means ., where the devolopment planlis absent, silent or
relevant policles ara out of date, granting permission unless any adverse Impact of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessod against te policles In this
framework (aken as a whole or specific policies in this framework indicate devalophwnt should be
restricted.” (Our emphasls),

it is accapted by the LPA that its current hausing land supply is 2.4 years based on the Core Sirategy
Policy ST/2.% A point which is reiterated in the Policy Team’s emali of @ July 2013.

That document also states that:

*...the Council has a shortfall in -ﬂvq' year housing land supply against the Core Strateqy target fo
2016. Government Policy in the National Planning Palicy Statement is that Councl's should have a
rolling five yaar supply of housing land.*® (Our emphasis).

It must be of some considerabla concem to the LPA that between 2008 and 2012 the Annual
Monitoring Report shows a deterlorating five year land supply as a:

*...resulf of the recession and the major reduction seen in housing completions nationally,
combined with a development stratogy that expected the major sites to comé forward towards
the.end of the plan period which are themselves being delayed by the racession.!* (Our emphasis).

Paragraph 10.3 of the Planning Statement dated March 2013
Paragraph 5.23 of the Apnual Monitaring Report dated Decembar 2012
Paragraph 5,24 of the AMR dated Decembar 2012

Paragraph 5.25 of iha AMR dated Decemnber 2012
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all in achieving five year housing land supply targets which is ongoing. As
& favourably upon those housing developinent sites which are avallable now,
inable. Qur client’s site satisfies all of these specific criterion.

Expressed in the Policy Team's email is not assisted by paragraph 47 of the:
that the LPA should be laoking here at a five year plus 5% supply of housing

ult-of persistent under delivery of housing, that buffer should ba 20% i.e. a six
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The |.PA has already dssessad Waterbeach as a suatainable location for development and there are
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*reagsonabla” local plaq'ning authority (acting “reasonably”), in this case, therefore, is that planning
permizsion should be grantad for our client's application withouf delay,

Any decision other than to grant parmission will bé entirely perverse and unreasonable and potentially
open the Council to Ieéal challenge and the significant costs associated with that.

THE EMERGING LD(LAL PLAN

Again, we find the comments mads by the LPA’s Policy Team in relation to the emerging Local Plan
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Appeal on the grounds; of prematurity would sffsctively delay a final declsion on the dovelopmant for at least 18 months
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Mr R’ McMurray 22 July 2013
LAND AT CODY ROAD WATERBEACH - .

itis neither reasonable or logical for the LPA's Poticy Team to give “significant weght' to emerging
Local Plan policies, not least because the Local Plan is still in the consultation stage, has not been
tested and has yet to be the subject of independent examination.?

Housing supply/needs have to ba an objectively assessed (see paragraph 47 of the NPPF), and
crucially, the LPA cannot rely on untested five year housing land supply figures which clearly

contradict the (tested) figures in the adopted Core Strategy and evidence collated as part of the
Annual Monitoring Report published a mere seven months ago.®

Even if this were not the case, Planning Policy Statement 1 *General Principles” rbmains extant advice

on ‘prematurity” of applications and states;

“Whare a plan.is under praparation or review it may be justifiable, insome circumstances, to refused
planning permission.on the grouhds of prematurity. This may be appropriate in rspect of
development proposals which are. Individually so substantial, or whose cumufative offect would
be so significant, that to grant permisslon would prejudice the outcome of the plan process by
pre-determining decisions about the scale, focation or phasing of new development which
ought properly to be taken in the development plan context. A proposal for development that has
an Impact only a small area would rarely come into this category, but a rafuspl might be justifiable
whers a proposal. would have a slgniﬂcant impact on an important settiement, or 8 substantial area,
with an identifiable charactsr..."® (our emphasis)

Further, paragraph 47 states:
“Other than in the circumstances described in paragraph 46, refusal of planning permission on

grotinds of prematurity will hot ugually be justified, Pfannlng applications will continuea to be
considered in the light of current policies.”"

As our client's proposed development amounts to 60 residential dwellings, we failjto see how this has
any impact (significant or otherwise), on the LPA’s strategic plan or indeed would Fause any or
substantial prejudice to that plan.”

On the contrary. given the LPA's dire.five year. huusing land supply posmun |t is dear that our client's

suitable location- for dovolopmant now. (See fuotnote 11 to Paragraph 47 af t
In other words, our client’s site: does not compete or impact upon the strategic obj \
There are also no significant adverse impacts which demonstrably outweigh the benefits of our client's
scheme. As indicated above, those benefits include provision of much neaded h ssing (including
affordable housing), as well as those other community benefits set out in the sup rting: Planning
Statemant fodged with our clients application.

In Appsal Dacislon (APP/H2835/AM2/2182431) (irchester) the Inspecior also concluded at Paragiaph 52 that a dismigsal of
the Appesl on the grounds of prematurifty could not be justifisd as the neighbourthood plan was unliksly to coma forward until
-the second half of 2014 statlng.tpat *...Il develapment propogals were to be put off uptll then theps: would b g serfous rigk of
adversely affecting the performance of the focal economy and allowing the housing shortfall to confinue™.
In the Irchester Daclzlon the inspactor alsa stated at Feregraph 45 that the five year land supply .
on the raquiremants of the adopled Core Strategy. In Paragraph 44 he made‘the point that the undedying housing need
remainad as sel out in the Core Strategy and that nathing *...has yet taken the ptace of the adopied Cora Strategy... which
in the meantime remalns the only authoritativa basis on whiich to assexs district housing requirerr

10 paragraph 46 of PPS1 Generat Princpies

n Paragraph 47 of PPS1 Genasal Principlas




Mr R McMurray
LAND AT CODY ROAD WATERBEACH

22 July. 2013

The LPA's stated posiion as far as this application is.concemed is alsp inconsistent with its approach
to other recent housing applications. For example, Memibers resolved to grant permission for 47
dwellings in Long Droye Cottenham.in February 2013 on the basis that it was “...the only option
available to the Coupcil to increase (housing) supply in the shortrun...” This is an express
acceptance of the dirg housing land supply position and the need to address that now.

in light of the above, dny decision to refuse our client's application.on the basts that it is premature to
the emerging Local Plen would ba entirely unreasonable and a flagrant distegard of National Planning
Policy. It would alse be inconsistant with recent “called in” decisions made by the Secretary of State.
As such, it would potentially open the LPA to a successful costs application, should our client ba
compelled to appeal against such refusal.

In the circumstances, we should be grateful for your immiediate confirmation that the LPA does not
intend to pursue those fallacious arguments raised by its Policy Team.

GREEN BELT 135U
Finally, we have noted the LPA’s intenfion to include our client’s tand within the Green Belt,

The LPA’s justification) for this appears to be linked to the proposed provision (through the Local Pian),
for a new town north of Waterbeach of between 8,000 to'9,000. homes. As stated in the Policy Team's
email the LPA isto “seek” to "...profect and ensure separation belwean the existing village and the
naw town by designafitig. land as Green Belt at Bannold and Cody Roads...”

The fact Is, however, that our client's application for housing on this site and in this location has to be
determined on the basis of existing policy and other materlal considerations which have welght,
not on an aspiration ekpressed in an emerging Local Plan whlch Is yet 1o be tested at Indepandam

examinafion.

Again, the LPA cannct place any weight or. reliance on'its intention to allocate the land as Green Balt
for tha same reasons ﬁhat we have specifiad above. Specifically, we would refar you to paragraph 83
of the NPPF which states;

“Once estabilshed, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional clrcumstances,
through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, the authority should consider the
Green Belt boundaries, having regard fo their infended permanence in the long term, so that they
should be capable of enduring beyond the plan pariod.”

Paragraph 84 goes on to state that:

"When drawing up or raviewing Green Bsif boundaries Local Planning Authority's should take account
of the nesd to promole sustainable patterns of devalopmant'."

Again, the fundamental flaw in the LPA's proposal to extend the Green Belt in this case is that it will
immediately sterilise 8 number of available, deliverable and sustainable sites for housing which it will
quite clearly need to rely on if it is to achleve its housing land supply targats in the next five years.

It is highly unlikely that the LPA could demonstrate that the extension of the Green Beit in this case is
justified given existing circumstances. The policy hurdie in paragraph 83 of the NPPF is high and
requires “oxceptional circumstances” to be shown. If such exceptional circumstances exist, why then
did the. LPA not choose to extend the Green Belt when it pushed through the existing Gore Strategy in
2007, or indeed as part of the. numerous other reviewsfrevisions of the Local Plan priof to that?

12

Paragraph 14 .of the NPPF Is *._.inescapably infiuential in the contaxt of the Framewaork as a whole bearing in mind the

Paragraph 17 of the Jelson Homaa Dacision stated that a5 a nelghbeurhood plan was “clearly some tima from fulfilment
sustainebiiity of the ainal schame In terms of B location and characteristics.
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Mr'R McMurray 23 July 2013
LAND AT CODY ROAD WATERBEACH

In'this respadétit is alsonoted that the fand to the Nofth of our client's site was occupisd by the MOD asa
barracks, airfield and.surrounding quarters from 1840 until- relatively recently and is:npw o be re-developed
for private housing. Surely if the LPA realistically wantad to-prevent future integration iand the separation of
development as asserted, It has had ample opportunity to do so In the past 50-60 yers? As-guch the
Policy Team's reference fo and justification for extension of the Green Belt appears, at best, to be a
desperate and cynical attempt to construct any-argument which frustrates our clignt's proposals;
whether or not these arguments have any mgrit on the facts

Clearly;-any reason for refusal raising issues relating to the extension of the Gr
entirely unreasonable and unsustainable as an objection. The Local Plan is:at-a yery early stage and
ourclient's has raised and will continue to pursue significant concerns over the LPA’s appiication of

NPPF policy with regard to extensions of Green Belt given the. historical context,

CONCLUSION
rward by the LPA's

In summary, we have no hesitation in advising our client that the arguments put f
Policy Team are fundamentally flawed, misconceived and entirely unreasonable.

it is apparent from our review of the refevant docutnents that this is an application). for development
. which is entirely consistent with the- Government's primary objective that sustainable development
should go ahead without delay.

Importantly, by-alowing our client's development of 80 residential dwellings, no prejudice will be
caused to the LPA's strategic Housing Policies as set out in the emerging Local Rian, To the contrary,
our client’s development will make an immaediate and valuable contribution 1o the [LPA's five year
housing land supply figure and complement the LPA's. own ‘objectives in this regaed. :

stainable location
: detailad in the

in addition, the benefits of our client's scheme are many, Itis development in a
and will include much needed affordable housing and other community bénefits
suppaorting Planning Statement. '

For all of the above reasons, any decision other than to grant planning permission for our client's
proposal would be perverse, unreasonable and subject to potentiat appeal. That ip turn will inevitably
lead to a costs application based upon the LPA's failure to engage and apply, adéquately or at all, with
the Government's advice as set out in the NPPF, which clearly supports this development in this
location. '

In the circumstances, we await your urgent confirmation that our client's application wilt now proceed
to a swift recommendation for approval.

We look forward to hefaring from you.

Yours faithfully

ce: Director of New Communities and Planning — Mrs J Mills
Legal and Democratic Services Manager - Mrs F McMillan




