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Appendix A Planning Policy Table

Adopted
Development Plan
and Key NPPF
Paragraphs

Policy

Policy Wording

Principle of Development

Safeguarding of Land
for Strategic
Transport Schemes

SOLP Policy TRANS1b 1. The Council will work with Oxfordshire County Council and others to:
Supporting Strategic
Transport Investment | ® Dgliver the transport infrastructure which improves movement in and around Didcot, including measures that help support delivery of the
Didcot Garden Town;
e Support measures identified in the Local Transport Plan for the district including within the relevant area strategies;
e Support sustainable transport measures that improve access to/ from proposed major development around Oxford;
e Support delivery of the safeguarded transport improvements as required to help deliver the development required in this plan period and
beyond;
e Ensure that the impacts of new development on the strategic and local road network, including the A34 and M40, are adequately mitigated,;
e Support the development and delivery of a new Thames River crossing between Culham and Didcot Garden Town, the A4130 widening
and road safety improvements from the A34 Milton Interchange to Didcot, a Science Bridge over the A4130 and railway into the former
Didcot A power station site and the Clifton Hampden Bypass; and
e Support, in association with major development, the delivery of new or improved roads, such as a bypass or edge road, including
sustainable transport improvements, linked where appropriate with relevant Neighbourhood Development Plans and any wider County
Council highway infrastructure strategy.
SOLP Policy TRANS3 1. Land is safeguarded to support the delivery of the following identified transport schemes:

Clifton Hampden bypass;

A new Thames River crossing between Culham and Didcot Garden Town;
Didcot Northern Perimeter Road:;

Science Bridge, Didcot;

(A4130/ B4493) Didcot Central transport corridor improvements;




e Southern Didcot Spine Road; and

e A4130 road safety improvements.

5. As the options for the schemes progress, the impact of the schemes will be subject to thorough assessment. This will include full
environmental and archaeological assessments working in association with the relevant statutory bodies. Where schemes are located in
areas of Flood Zones 2 and 3, a flood risk sequential test and the exception test should be undertaken as part of the appraisal process.

SOLP

Policy STRAT1 The
Overall Strategy

1. Proposals for development in South Oxfordshire will be assessed using national policy and guidance and the whole of the Development
Plan and should be consistent with the overall strategy of:

e [ocusing major new development in the Science Vale including sustainable growth at Didcot Garden Town and Culham so that this area
can play an enhanced role in providing homes, jobs and services with improved transport connectivity;

e Providing strategic allocations at Culham, including necessary infrastructure and community facilities; and

® Supporting and enhancing the economic and social dependencies between our towns and villages.

SOLP

Policy STRAT2 South
Oxfordshire Housing
and Employment
Requirements

1. During the plan period, provision will be made to meet the following requirements:

2. Housing requirements

South Oxfordshire Minimum Housing Requirement - 18,600 between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2035;
4,950 homes addressing Oxford’s unmet housing need

(between 1 April 2021 and 31 March 2035).

Total housing requirement for the plan period 23,550 homes. South Oxfordshire District Council

The annual requirement is as follows:

2011/12 to 2025/26 - 900 homes per annum;
2026/27 to 2031/32 - 1,120 homes per annum;
2032/33 to 2034/35 - 1,110 homes per annum.

3. Employment land requirements

South Oxfordshire Minimum Employment Land Requirement 39.1 hectares between 1 April 2011 and 31 March 2035.

4. These requirements are to be delivered in accordance with the spatial strategy set out in STRAT1.

5. The locations and trajectory for housing development is identified in Policy H1.

6. The appropriate level of new housing and employment will be monitored and a review undertaken within five years following the
adoption of the Local Plan, taking into account the most up-to-date evidence available at that time.

This policy contributes towards achieving objectives 2 & 3.




SOLP Policy STRAT3 1. Within the Didcot Garden Town masterplan area the Local Plan will:
Didcot Garden Town
e Promote Didcot as the gateway to the Science Vale;
e |dentify Didcot as the focus of sustainable major new development for Science Vale;
e Strike a balance to provide for housing growth and economic growth; and
e Assistin having policies supporting the acquisition of significant funding investment and safeguarding land to implement infrastructure
schemes;
e enable flexibility and resilience to plan for future changes, including changing community needs, addressing climate change and impacts,
supporting technology and scientific advances in infrastructure provision;
® require infrastructure to unlock development in Didcot Town Centre, Didcot and the wider area,;
e support the continued delivery of development in the Science Vale and Didcot Enterprise Zones.
3. Significant infrastructure improvements are committed to under Policy TRANS1b Supporting Strategic Transport Investment. Infrastructure
will need to be in place to enable sites allocated in the Local Plan in and around Didcot to be delivered.
SOLP Policy STRAT8 Site area: 77 hectares
Didcot Garden Town
1. Proposals for the redevelopment and intensification of the Culham Science Centre will be supported where this does not have an
unacceptable visual impact, particularly on the character and appearance of the surrounding countryside and the Registered Parkland
associated with Nuneham House.
2. In combination with the adjacent strategic allocation (Policy STRATO9) this site will deliver at least a net increase in employment land of
7.3 hectares (with the existing 10 hectares of the No.1 site retained but redistributed across the two strategic allocations). The exact
siting and phasing of the employment development must be agreed through the master planning and subsequent planning application
process including addressing any heritage assets and their settings in accordance with Policy ENV6 and the NPPF.
3. Proposals for development on the site should seek to achieve a net gain in biodiversity. Any residual biodiversity loss should be offset
through a recognised offsetting scheme.
4. Opportunities that support job growth and appropriate diversification or enterprise “clustering” will be supported to complement the
wider development proposed in the area. Working proactively with the UK Atomic Energy Authority and development partners a
masterplan for the site that facilitates this growth must be prepared and agreed with the Local Planning Authority.
5. Proposals will be expected to deliver low carbon development and renewable energy in accordance with STRAT4. 6. The Culham
Science Centre is removed from the Green Belt and inset as shown on Land inset from the Green Belt Boundary (Appendix 4) to
enable this development to be brought forward.
This policy contributes towards achieving objectives 1, 3 & 8
SOLP Policy STRAT9 Land | 2. Proposals to develop Culham will be expected to deliver:

Adjacent to Culham
Science Centre Site
Area: 217 hectares

V

i) all necessary infrastructure, referring to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which is likely to include:

a. New junctions onto the A415 and significant contributions towards the Clifton Hampden Bypass, the Didcot to Culham River
Crossing, and upgrading the A4074/B4015 junction at Golden Balls; and

b.  Provision for excellent sustainable transport facilities including, but not limited to, new and improvements to existing cycle and
footpaths including contributions towards a ‘Cycle Premium Route’ that is proposed between Didcot and Culham; provision of a new
cycle bridge and associated connectivity and paths across the River Thames to connect appropriately with Abingdon on Thames to
the north of the site; bus improvements including provision of a scheduled bus service, with a minimum of two buses per hour
between Berinsfield, Culham and Abingdon, with options to extend or vary services to locations such as Cowley, Chalgrove and
Didcot.




SOLP

Policy STRAT10
Berinsfield Garden
Village

1.

2.

Berinsfield Garden Village is defined as the existing village and any future development that is contiguous to the existing village
including land within the strategic allocation in Policy STRAT10i: Land at Berinsfield Garden Village.

All development within the Berinsfield Garden Village will meet the Garden Village principles as set out by the Town and Country
Planning Association (TCPA) and in accordance with the Berinsfield Garden Village principles below:

i)

i)

i)

iv)

v)

Vi)

vii)

stewardship and legacy — a cared for garden village of attractive built and natural environments, healthy and accessible nurseries
and classrooms with residents involved in managing space and facilities;

forward thinking — a resilient garden village, masterplanned at a human scale that incorporates sustainable energy, adaptable
homes and smart street lighting that avoids night sky light pollution;

landscape led — a green garden village with a minimum 38 per cent usable green space in built-up areas, minimum 10 per cent
biodiversity net gain and design that responds visually to topography and aspect, multi-functional blue-green infrastructure with
integrated SuDS from rooftop to attenuation;

strong sense of place — a connected garden village that creates attractive walking and cycling links between the existing village,
new development and the surrounding countryside;

healthy, vibrant community — a healthy garden village with integrated open space that incorporates ‘edible landscape’, orchards,
allotments, natural play, private and community gardens, space for healthy lifestyles and social mixing, tenure blind housing and
full integration of mixed tenure homes;

sustainable transport and access — an accessible garden village that prioritises walking and cycling, well designed parking
solutions, integrated public transport, built in capacity in homes, businesses and public space to enable innovative transport
solutions and safe neighbourhoods with natural surveillance and smart lighting;

attention to detail — a legible garden village that people can find their way in, through landmarks, character areas and waymarked
routes, detailed design to make local trips more attractive on foot or by bike and use of high-quality materials and design.

This policy contributes towards achieving objectives 1, 2,4, 5, 6,7 & 8




VOWHLP

Core Policy 1
Presumption in Favour
of Sustainable
Development

Planning applications that accord with this Local Plan 2031 (and where relevant, with any subsequent Development Plan Documents or
Neighbourhood Plans) will be approved, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 4
Meeting Our
Housing Needs

The housing target for the Vale of White Horse District is for at least 20,560 homes to be delivered in the plan period between 2011 and
2031a. 12,495 dwellings will be delivered through strategic allocations. 1,840 dwellings remain to be identified and will be allocated through
the Local Plan 2031 Part 2 or Neighbourhood Development Plans or through the Development Management process. The contribution of all
sources of housing supply are shown by the following table:

Category Number of Dwellings
Housing requirement for the full plan period (Apr 2011 to Mar 2031) 20,560a
Housing Completions (Apr 2011 to Mar 2016) 3,065
Housing Supply (Apr 2016 Known Commitments 4,468
to Mar 2031) Local Plan 2031 Part 1 12,495
allocations
Local Plan 2031 Part 2 allocations 1,000
Windfalls 840

. This target addresses needs arising in the Vale of White Horse. If or when required, needs arising elsewhere in the Housing Market Area, will be addressed by timely and
effective cooperative working in accordance with Core Policy 2.

» The Local Plan Part 2 allocation will be reduced where dwellings are allocated in Neighbourhood Development Plans or come forward through the Development
Management Process.

Strategic Allocations

Development will be supported at strategic site allocations where it meets the requirements set out within the Site Development Templates
shown by Appendix A and in accordance with the policies of the Development Plan taken as a whole. The following tables show how the level
of housing required through strategic development sites will be distributed:

Abingdon-on-Thames and Oxford Fringe Sub-Area:

Settlement/ Parish Settlement/ Type Site Name Number of Dwellings

Abingdon-on-Thames Market Town North of Abingdon-on-Thames 800
North-West of Abingdon-on 200

Kingston Bagpuize with Larger Village Thames 280

Southmoor

Radley East of Kingston Bagpuize with 240
South of Kennington 270

Sub total 1,790

South East Vale Sub-Area




Settlement/Parish Settlement/Type Site Name Number of Dwellings
Crab Hill (North East Wantage

Wantage Market Town and South East Grove) 1,500
Grove Local Service Centre Grove Airfield 2,500
Harwell and Milton Parishes east

of the A34 adjoining Didcot Town | Adjoining Didcot Town Valley Park 2,550
Harwell West of Harwell 200

Larger Village

Milton Parish west of the A34 Milton Heights 400
Sutton Courtenay East of Sutton Courtenay 220
Sub total 9,055
Western Vale Sub-Area

Settlement/Parish Settlement/Type Site Name Number of Dwellings
Faringdon Land South of Park Road, 350

Market Town Faringdon -

South-West of Faringdon 200

Great Coxwell East of Coxwell Road 200

Adjoining Faringdon Market Faringdon

Town South of Faringdon 200
Shrivenham North of Shrivenham 500

L Vill
Stanford-in-the-Vale arger Vilage West of Stanford-in-the-Vale 200
Sub total 1,650

Development at Market Towns, Local Service Centres and Larger Villages

There is a presumption in favour of sustainable development within the existing built area of Market Towns, Local Service Centres and Larger
Villages in accordance with Core Policy 1.

Development outside of the existing built area of these settlements will be permitted where it is allocated by the Local Plan 2031 Part 1 or has
been allocated within an adopted Neighbourhood Development Plan or future parts of the Local Plan 2031. This development must be
adjacent, or well related, to the existing built area of the settlement or meet exceptional circumstances set out in the other policies of the
Development Plan and deliver necessary supporting infrastructure.

Development at Smaller Villages

At the Smaller Villages, limited infill development may be appropriate within the existing built areas of these settlements, or if it is allocated
within an adopted Neighbourhood Development Plan or future parts of the Local Plan 2031. Proposals for limited infill development will be
supported where they are in keeping with local character and are proportionate in scale and meet local housing needs, and/ or provide local
employment, services and facilities.

Open Countryside




Development in open countryside will not be appropriate unless specifically supported by other relevant policies as set out in the Development
Plan or national policy.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 4a
Meeting Our
Housing Needs

The strategy for meeting the housing target for the Vale of White Horse is set out within Core Policy 4: Meeting our Housing Needs (Local
Plan 2031: Part 1) and includes details of the strategic allocations necessary to meet this target, along with a policy framework for
development.

This policy sets out how the Council will address housing needs arising from elsewhere in the Housing Market Area, expressly the quantum of
unmet housing need for Oxford City to be addressed within the Vale of White Horse of 2,200 homes, as agreed at the Oxfordshire Growth
Board meeting in September 2016.

The housing target for the Vale of White Horse is for at least 22,760 homes to be delivered in the plan period between 2011 and 2031. 2,252
dwellings will be delivered through strategic allocations (LPP1 Allocations). 2,420 dwellings will be delivered through additional allocations
(LPP2 Allocations). The agreed quantum of unmet housing need for Oxford City to be addressed within the Vale of White Horse of 2,200
dwellings will be provided for through either strategic or additional sites within the Abingdon on-Thames and Oxford Fringe Sub-Area*.
Additional site allocations also complement those set out within the Part 1 plan to assist with delivering the Spatial Strategy and supporting
infrastructure delivery.

Additional dwellings (for example, windfalls) will be delivered through Neighbourhood Development Plans or through the Development
Management Process. The contribution of all sources of housing supply are shown by the following table, which supersedes the table set out
in Core Policy 4:

Category Number of dwellings
Housing requirement for the full plan period (Apr 2011 to Mar 2031) 22,760
Housing Completions (Apr 2011 to Mar 2018) 6,300
Housing Supply Known Commitments 13,387
(Apr 2018 to Mar 2031)
Local Plan 2031: Part 1 allocations 2,252
Local Plan 2031: Part 2 allocations 2,420
Windfalls 1,000
Total Supply (at 31 March 2018) 25,359

Additional Allocations
In addition to the strategic site allocations set out in Core Policy 4, development will be supported at the additional site allocations through
a masterplanning process involving the community, local planning authority, developer and other stakeholders, where development meets

the requirements set out within the Site Development Templates shown by Appendix A and are in accordance with the Development Plan
taken as a whole. The following tables show how the level of housing required through additional sites will be distributed:

Abingdon-on-Thames and Oxford Fringe Sub-Area




Settlement / Parish Settlement Type Site Name Number of Dwellings
East Hanney Larger Village North of East Hanney 80

East Hanney North-East of East Hanney 50

Kingston Bagpuize with East of Kingston Bagpuize with | 600

Southmoor (Fyfield and Tubney Southmoor (Fyfield and Tubney

Parish) Parish)

Marcham South-East of Marcham 90

Shippon Smaller Village Dalton Barracks 1,200

Total 2,020

South-East Vale Sub-Area

Settlement / Parish Settlement Type Site Name Number of Dwellings
Grove Local Service Centre North-West of Grove 400
Total 400

Western Vale Sub-Area

Local Plan Part 2 does not allocate additional sites within the Western Vale Sub-Area.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 5
Housing Supply
Ring

The Council will employ a ring-fence approach to housing delivery in the Science Vale area as shown by Figure 4.3 and set out on the
Adopted Policies Map.

For the purposes of the assessment of housing land supply, the ring-fence area will be treated as a separate sub-area with a housing
requirement of 11,850 homes in the plan period (593 homes per annum) in support of the 15,850 jobs planned in this sub area and as a
contribution towards the district’s housing need set out in Core Policy 4.

The supply calculations for the ring fence area and the rest of district area will be combined to provide a district wide calculation.

Any proposals for development within the ring fence area, whether a five year housing supply is in place or not, will still need to demonstrate
conformity with relevant national and local policy.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 6
Meeting Business
and Employment
Need

218 hectares of land is identified for future employment development on the following strategic sites and saved Vale Local Plan 2011

Harwell Campus

allocations.
Site Name Sub-Area Type of Site Available Development Land
(Hectares)
Milton Park South East Vale Saved Local Plan 2011 allocation | 28*

Saved Local Plan 2011 allocation

93 (Enterprise Zone)




35 (Outwith EZ)
Monks Farm, North Grove New mixed use strategic 6
allocation
Didcot A Identified future potential supply 29**
South of Parkb Road, Faringdon Western Vale New mixed use strategic 3
allocation
Other saved Local Plan 2011 24.2
allocations
Total 218

*The 28 hectares to be provided at Milton Park includes sites covered by the Local Development Order (LDO) which are not within the area of
the Local Plan 2011 allocation. A map showing the extent of the LDO and the area of the Local Plan 2011 allocation is included at Appendix C.

** The Didcot A Power Station site consists of around 47 hectares for potential redevelopment. The Employment Land Review recommends
that 29 hectares of this land should be identified for employment development. Development at this site should be considered in accordance
with Core Policy 16: Didcot A Power Station.

Employment and business development as part of mixed-use development will be supported at Monks Farm, Grove and South of Park Road,
Faringdon where this meets the requirements set out within the Site Development Templates shown by Appendix A, and in accordance with
the Sub-Area Strategies. The other saved Vale Local Plan 2011 employment allocations are:

Site Name Sub-Area Available Development Land (Hectares)
Abingdon Business Park at Wyndyke Abbingdon/ Oxford Fringe 0.7
Furlong
Abingdon Science Park at Barton Lane 0.7
Cumnor Hill 0.3
Wootton Business Park 15
Milton Hill Business and Technology Park South East Vale 11.2
Grove Technology Park 5.4
Land adjacent to A420 (4&20 site), Wester Vale 4.2
Faringdon
Land north of Park Road (HCA site), 0.2
Faringdon
Total 24.2

Proposals for employment related development on unallocated sites will be supported in accordance with Core Policy 28: New Employment
Development on Unallocated Sites. In addition to the sites identified for new employment development, a number of existing strategic
employment sites have been identified in the SubArea Strategies. These sites will be safeguarded for employment uses in accordance with
Core Policy 29: Change of Use of Existing Employment Land and Premises.




VoWHLP

Core Policy 7
Providing
Supporting
Infrastructure and
Services

All new development will be required to provide for the necessary on-site and, where appropriate, off-site infrastructure requirements arising
from the proposal. Infrastructure requirements will be delivered directly by the developer and/or through an appropriate financial contribution
prior to, or in conjunction with, new development. Where appropriate, developers will be expected to collaborate on the provision of
infrastructure which is needed to serve more than one site. In ensuring the timely delivery of infrastructure requirements, development
proposals must demonstrate that full regard has been paid to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and all other relevant policies of this plan.

If infrastructure requirements could render the development unviable, proposals for major development should be supported by an
independent viability assessment on terms agreed by the relevant parties including the Council and County Council, and funded by the
developer. This will involve an open book approach. Where viability constraints are demonstrated by evidence, the Council will:

i. prioritise developer contributions for essential and then other infrastructure in line with the definitions as set out in paragraph 4.42 and the
detail of requirements outlined in the IDP, and/or

ii. use an appropriate mechanism to defer part of the developer contributions requirement to a later date, or

iii. as alast resort, refuse planning permission if the development would be unsustainable without inclusion of the unfunded infrastructure
requirements taking into account reasonable contributions from elsewhere including CIL

The Council’s Delivering Infrastructure Strategy will include both a CIL Charging Schedule and a Supplementary Planning Document for
Section 106 and Section 278 legal agreements that will provide more detail about its approach to securing developer contributions.

Upon adoption of the CIL Charging Schedule, CIL will be used to pool developer contributions towards a wide range of new and improved
infrastructure necessary to deliver new development.

Where not covered by the CIL Charging Schedule, infrastructure and services, including provision for their maintenance, should be delivered
directly by the developer through the development management process and in accordance with the Regulation 122 Tests*.

Infrastructure and services will be sought through the negotiation of planning obligations, conditions, levy, undertaking and/or other agreement
as secured through the planning permission, to mitigate the direct impacts of development and secure its implementation.

* The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.

VOoWHLP

Core Policy 15
Spatial Strategy
for South East
Vale Sub-Area

Our over-arching priority for this Sub-Area is to secure the aligned delivery of housing and employment growth together with the infrastructure
required to achieve sustainable development. Development in the South East Vale Area should be in accordance with the Settlement
Hierarchy set out in Core Policy 3:

Market Town: Wantage

Local Service Centre: Grove

Larger Villages: Blewbury, East Hendred, Harwell, Harwell Campus*, Milton and Sutton Courtenay
Smaller Villages: Appleford, Ardington, Chilton, Milton Heights**, Rowstock, Upton and West Hendred

*Harwell Campus has facilities and services equivalent to a Larger Village ** Milton Heights has facilities and services within a short walk that are
equivalent to those offered by a Larger Village.

Housing Delivery

At least 12,450 new homes will be delivered in the plan period between 2011 and 2031. 9,055 dwellings will be delivered through strategic
allocations. 416 dwellings remain to be identified and will be allocated through the Local Plan 2031 Part 2 or Neighbourhood Development
Plans or through the Development Management Process. The contribution of all sources of housing for this Sub-Area are shown by the
following table:
Category

Number of Dwellings

Housing requirement for the full plan period (Apr 2011 to Mar 2031) 12,450




Housing Completions (Apr 2011 to Mar 2016) 1,031
. Known Commitments 1,725
Housing Supply (Apr 2016 to Mar 2031)
Local Plan 2031 Part 1 allocations 9,055
Local Plan 2031 Part 2 allocations 56
Windfalls 360

Housing Supply Ring Fence 11,850 new homes are ‘ring-fenced’ for the purposes of the assessment of housing land supply within this Sub-
Area in accordance with Core Policy 5. Development will be supported at the strategic site allocations through a masterplanning process
involving the community, local planning authority, developer and other stakeholders where development meets the requirements set out within
the Site Development Templates shown by Appendix A and are in accordance with the Development Plan taken as a whole. Design, delivery
and implementation detail will also be set out in the Local Plan 2031 Part 2. The following table shows how the level of housing required within
this Sub-Area through the strategic development sites will be distributed:

Settlement/Parish Settlement Type Site Name Number of Dwellings
Wantage Market Town Crab Hill (North East Wantage 1,500
and South East Grove)
Grove Local Service Centre Monks Farm (North Grove) 885
Grove Airfield 2,500
Harwell and Milton parishes, Adjoining Didcot Town Valley Park 2,550
east of the A34 adjoining Didcot
town North West Valley Park 800
Milton parish west of the A34 Larger Village Milton Heights (Smaller Village) 400
Harwell West of Harwell 200
Sutton Courtenay East of Sutton Courtenay 220
Total 9,055
Employment

208 hectares of employment land will be provided for business and employment growth in accordance with Core Policy 6. In addition, the
following strategic employment sites will be safeguarded for employment use in line with Core Policy 29:

Strategic employment sites:

Grove Technology Park

Grove Road, Wantage

Downsview Road, Grove

Station Road, Grove

Existing Business Premises around Didcot Power Station (not including

vacant surplus land)




Milton Park Site

Harwell Campus

VOWHLP Core Policy 16 The Council supports the redevelopment of the Didcot A site to provide a high quality mixed-use development. The site will continue to be
Didcot A Power reserved for a range of uses, particularly employment (B1, B2 and B8). Other acceptable uses for the site include, but are not limited to,
Station residential (C1, C2 and C3), ancillary retail, an element of bulky goods retail, leisure (D2) and community uses. Any proposed uses for the site
must have regard to relevant policies contained within South Oxfordshire District Council’s Adopted Core Strategy.
The proposed route of the new Science Bridge and A4130 re-routing is safeguarded. Planning permission will not be granted for development
that would prejudice the construction or effective operation of this highway infrastructure in accordance with Core Policy 17.
VoWHLP Core Policy 16b Proposals for development within the Didcot Garden Town Masterplan Area, as defined on the Adopted Policies Map and shown by Figure

Didcot  Garden
Town

2.8, will be expected to demonstrate how they positively contribute to the achievement of the Didcot Garden Town Masterplan Principles
(Figure 2.7).

Figure 2.7: Didcot Garden Town Masterplan Principles

1. Design — The Garden Town will be characterised by design that adds value to Didcot and endures over time; it will encourage pioneering
architecture of buildings and careful urban design of the spaces in between, prioritising green spaces over roads and car parks. All new
proposals should show the application of the Council’s adopted Design Guide SPD and demonstrate best practice design standards.

2. Local Character — The Garden Town will establish a confident and unique identity, becoming a destination in itself that is distinctive from
surrounding towns and villages whilst respecting and protecting their rural character and setting. Didcot’s identity will champion science,
natural beauty, and green living, in part delivered through strengthened physical connections and active public and private sector
collaboration with the Science Vale.

3. Density and tenure — The Garden Town will incorporate a variety of densities, housing types and tenures to meet the needs of a diverse
community. This will include high density development in suitable locations, such as in central Didcot and near sustainable transport hubs;
higher density development will be balanced by good levels of public realm and accessible green space.

4. Transport and movement — The Garden Town will reduce reliance on motorised vehicles and will promote a step-change towards active
and public transport through the creation of a highly legible, attractive and accessible movement network and the appropriate location of
housing, employment and leisure facilities. The Garden Town will seek to improve opportunities for access to sport and physical activities
through Sport England’s Active Design Principles. Cycling and pedestrian links between the Garden Town, its surrounding villages, and
natural assets and the strategic employment sites will be enhanced.

5. Heritage — the Garden Town will conserve and enhance heritage assets, both designated and non-designated, within and adjacent to the
development area. This includes the Scheduled Monuments of the settlement sites north of Milton Park and east of Appleford and any
archaeological remains and historic landscapes and / or landscape features identified in the Oxfordshire Historic Environment Record, the
Oxfordshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment, other sources and / or through further investigation and assessment.

6. Landscape and Green Infrastructure — New development in the Garden Town will enhance the natural environment, through enhancing
green and blue infrastructure networks, creating ecological networks to support an increase (or where possible achieve a net gain) in
biodiversity and supporting climate resilience through the use of adaptation and design measures. The Garden Town will also seek to
make effective use of natural resources including energy and water efficiency, as well as exploring opportunities for promoting new
technology within developments. Innovative habitat planting and food growing zones will characterise the Garden Town and, in turn, these
measures will support quality of life and public health.

7. Social and community benefits — The planning of the Garden Town will be community-focused, creating accessible and vibrant
neighbourhoods around a strong town centre offer of cultural, recreational and commercial amenities that support well-being, social
cohesion and vibrant communities. The Garden Town will embrace community participation throughout its evolution. It will promote
community ownership of land and long-term stewardship of assets where desirable.




VOWHLP Core Policy 17 In order to deliver the growth in the South East Vale Sub-Area and the wider Science Vale Area, the Science Vale Area Strategy has identified
Delivery of Strategic highways infrastructure to mitigate the impact of the planned growth across Science Vale and to secure the future economic viability of the
Highway area.
l?epggjth‘;z:v \I/tgllg Within the South East Vale Sub-Area this will include contributions towards the infrastructure identified within the Science Vale Area Strategy:
Sub-Area e Backhill Lane junction on the A4130;
e Science Bridge and A4130 re-routing through the Didcot A site;
® A4130 dualling between Milton Interchange and Science Bridge;
® anew strategic road connection between the A415 east of Abingdon-Thames and the A4130 north of Didcot, including a new crossing of
the River Thames; and
e improvement of the strategic cycle network.
VOWHLP Core Policy 18 Land is safeguarded to support the delivery of the identified transport schemes listed by Core Policy 17.
Safeguarding of Land . . . . -
for T?ansporgt; Schemes | ANY proposals for development that may reasonably be considered to impact the delivery of the identified transport schemes (as shown by the
in the South East Vale | Maps in Appendix E of the Local Plan and the Adopted Policies Map) should demonstrate the proposal would not harm their delivery.
Sub- Area Planning permission will not be granted for development that would prejudice the construction or effective operation of the transport schemes
listed.
. Land is safeguarded to support the delivery of a new Thames River Crossing between Culham and Didcot, in accordance with Core Policy 18
VOWHLP Core Policy 18a

Safeguarding of Land
for Strategic Highway
Improvements within
the South-East Vale
Sub-Area

(Local Plan 2031: Part 1).
'This policy updates the area safeguarded as shown by the Adopted Policies Map and Appendix B.

In addition to land safeguarded for identified transport schemes set out in Core Policy 18 (Local Plan 2031: Part 1) the following schemes are
also safeguarded:

e dedicated access to / from the A34 to Milton Park
e  provision for a new pedestrian and cycle bridge across the A34 at Milton Heights
e  Cinder Track cycle improvements
These schemes are safeguarded in accordance with Core Policy 18 and as shown by maps in Appendix B and the Adopted Policies Map a.

a The area shown on the Adopted Policies Map illustrates where Core Policy 18 will apply. It does not seek to show a precise alignment for the transport scheme, which will

need to be informed by detailed design work, carried out in consultation with Oxfordshire County Council and other relevant parties.




Sustainable Development/Climate Change

SOLP

Policy DES7 Efficient
use of Resources

1. New development is required to make provision for the effective use and protection of natural resources where applicable, including:

i) minimising waste and making adequate provision for the recycling, composting and recovery of waste on site using recycled and energy
efficient materials;

iv) making efficient use of water, for example through rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling, and causing no deterioration in, and
where possible, achieving improvements in water quality (including groundwater quality);

vi) ensuring that the land is of a suitable quality for development and that remediation of contaminated land is undertaken where necessary;

vii) avoiding the development of the best and most versatile agricultural land, unless it is demonstrated to be the most sustainable choice from
reasonable alternatives, by first using areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher gquality; and

viii) re-using vacant buildings and redeveloping previously developed land, provided the land is not of a high environmental value.

SOLP

Policy DES8
Promoting
Sustainable Design

1. All new development should seek to minimise the carbon and energy impacts of their design and construction. Proposals must demonstrate
that they are seeking to limit greenhouse emissions through location design, landscape and planting taking into account any nationally adopted
standards and in accordance with Policies DES10: Carbon Reduction and DES7: Efficient Use of Resources.

2. All new development should be designed to improve resilience to the anticipated effects of climate change. Proposals should incorporate
measures that address issues of adaptation to climate change taking account of best practice. These include resilience to increasing
temperatures and wind speeds, heavy rainfall and snowfall events and the need for water conservation and storage.

3. All new development should be built to last. Proposals must demonstrate that they function well and are adaptable to the changing
requirements of occupants and other circumstances.

4. The Council will not refuse planning permission for infrastructure of an outstanding or innovative design which promote high levels of
sustainability or help raise the standard of design.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 40
Sustainable Design
and Construction

The Council encourages developers to incorporate climate change adaptation and design measures to combat the effects of changing weather
patterns in all new development.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 43
Natural Resources

The Council encourages developers to make provision for the effective use of natural resources where applicable, including:

® Minimising waste and making adequate provision for the recycling of waste on site;

e Using recycled and energy efficient materials;

® Maximising re-use of materials;

e Causing no deterioration in, and where possible, achieving improvements in water quality; and

® Re-using previously developed land, provided it is not of high environmental value.




NPPF Paragraph 7 Paragraph 7: The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, including the provision of
homes, commercial development, and supporting infrastructure in a sustainable manner.

Paragraph 8

P h 135 Paragraph 8 provides that achieving sustainable development means the planning system has three overarching objectives (economic, social

aragrap and environmental), which should be pursued in mutually supportive ways:

Paragraph 159 a) an economic objective — to help build a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity; and by identifying and coordinating
the provision of infrastructure.

b) a social objective — to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be
provided to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering well-designed, beautiful and safe places, with accessible
services and open spaces that reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being.
c¢) an environmental objective — to protect and enhance our natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land,
improving biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change,
including moving to a low carbon economy.
Paragraph 135 states planning decisions should ensure that developments:
a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development;
b) are visually attractive as a result of good layout and appropriate and effective landscaping;
c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or
discouraging appropriate innovation or change;
f) create places that are ...accessible and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for ... future users.
Para 159 states new development should be planned for in ways that:
a) avoid increased vulnerability to the range of impacts arising from climate change. When new development is brought forward in areas which
are vulnerable, care should be taken to ensure that risks can be managed through suitable adaptation measures, including through the
planning of green infrastructure; and
can help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its location, orientation and design.
. A. The Parish contains a variety of green and blue infrastructure that provides an environmental support system for the
Culham NP Policy CUL 7 Nature

Recovery and
Climate Change

community and wildlife. The Neighbourhood Plan designates this as a Network, as shown on the Policies Map, for the
purpose of promoting nature recovery and for mitigating climate change. The Network comprises the Water Meadows
between the village and Sutton Pools, Andersey Island Water Meadows, woodland, trees, hedgerows, Culham Brook SSSI
and other land of biodiversity value.

B. Development proposals that lie within or adjoining the Network are required to have full regard maintaining and improving
the functionality of the Network, including delivering a net gain to biodiversity, in the design of their layouts and landscaping
schemes.

C. Proposals that will harm the functionality or connectivity of the Network will not be supported. Development proposals that
will lead to the extension of the Network, which includes the delivery of allotments for the use of the village, will be
supported, provided they are consistent with all other relevant policies of the development plan.




BG2.1

Green Belt

1. To ensure the Green Belt continues to serve its key functions, it will be protected from harmful development. Within its boundaries,
development will be restricted to those limited types of development which are deemed appropriate by the NPPF, unless very special
circumstances can be demonstrated. Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

SOLP Policy STRAT6
Green Belt




VoWHLP

Core Policy 13 The
Oxford Green Belt

The Oxford Green Belt area in the Vale, as amended following the local Green Belt Review, will continue to be protected to maintain its
openness and permanence.
Proposals for inappropriate development will not be approved except in very special circumstances*.

The following forms of development are also not inappropriate in the Green Belt provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do
not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt:

e | ocal transport infrastructure that can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location.

* ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

NPPF

Landscape and Vis

SOLP

Paragraph 142
Paragraph 152
Paragraph 153
Paragraph 155

ual Amenity

Policy ENV1
Landscape and
Countryside

Paragraph 142 states the Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban
sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.

Paragraph 152 states inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special
circumstances.

Paragraph 153 states when considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to
any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

Paragraph 155 states that certain forms of development are not inappropriate in the Green Belt, provided they preserve its openness and do
not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. Included under this category is; local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a
requirement for a Green Belt location.

1. The highest level of protection will be given to the landscape and scenic beauty of the Chilterns and North Wessex Downs Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBS):

® Developmentin an AONB or affecting the setting of an AONB will only be permitted where it conserves, and where possible, enhances the
character and natural beauty of the AONB; and

e Development proposals that could affect the special qualities of an AONB (including the setting of an AONB) either individually or in
combination with other developments, should be accompanied by a proportionate Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.

2. South Oxfordshire’s landscape, countryside and rural areas will be protected against harmful development. Development will only be
permitted where it protects and, where possible enhances, features that contribute to the nature and quality of South Oxfordshire’s landscapes,
in particular:

® Trees (including individual trees, groups of trees and woodlands), hedgerows and field boundaries;

® |[rreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland and aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland;

® The landscapes, waterscapes, cultural heritage and user enjoyment of the River Thames, its tributaries and flood plains; iv) other
watercourse and water bodies;




® The landscape setting of settlements or the special character and landscape setting of Oxford;
e Topographical features;
e Areas or features of cultural and historic value; and

e |mportant views and visually sensitive skylines; and) aesthetic and perceptual factors such as tranquillity, wildness, intactness, rarity and
enclosure.

3. Development which supports economic growth in rural areas will be supported provided it conserves and enhances the landscape,
countryside and rural areas.

4. The Council will seek the retention of important hedgerows. Where retention is not possible and a proposal seeks the removal of a hedgerow,
the Council will require compensatory planting with a mixture of native hedgerow species

SOLP Policy DES6 1. Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses,
Residential Amenity [ when considering both individual and cumulative impacts, in relation to the following factors:
ii. dominance or visual intrusion.
VOWHLP Core Policy 44 The key features that contribute to the nature and quality of the Vale of White Horse District’s landscape will be protected from harmful
Landscape development and where possible enhanced, in particular:
® [eatures such as trees, hedgerows, woodland, field boundaries, watercourses and water bodies;
® |mportant landscape settings of settlements;
e Topographical features;
® Areas or features of cultural and historic value;
® |mportant views and visually sensitive skylines; and
e Tranquillity and the need to protect against intrusion from light pollution, noise, and motion.
Where development is acceptable in principle, measures will be sought to integrate it into the landscape character and/or the townscape of the
area. Proposals will need to demonstrate how they have responded to the above aspects of landscape character and will be expe cted to:
® Incorporate appropriate landscape proposals that reflect the character of the area through appropriate design and management; and
e Preserve and promote local distinctiveness and diversity and, where practical, enhance damaged landscape areas.
High priority will be given to conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the North Wessex Downs AONB and planning decisions
will have regard to its setting.
VOWHLP Development Policy | Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses when

23 Impact of
Development on
Amenity

considering both individual and cumulative impacts in relation to the following factors:

ii. dominance or visual intrusion.




NPPF

Paragraph 135
Paragraph 136
Paragraph 180

Paragraph 182

Paragraph 135 states that developments should be "visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective
landscaping" and are sympathetic to the local landscape setting, built environment and local character.

Paragraph 136 states that “Trees make an important contribution to the character and quality of urban environments, and can also help
mitigate and adapt to climate change. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that new streets are tree-lined, that opportunities are
taken to incorporate trees elsewhere in developments (such as parks and community orchards), that appropriate measures are in place to
secure the long-term maintenance of newly-planted trees, and that existing trees are retained wherever possible. Applicants and local planning
authorities should work with highways officers and tree officers to ensure that the right trees are planted in the right places, and solutions are
found that are compatible with highways standards and the needs of different users.”

Paragraph 180 states that valued landscapes should be protected and enhanced.
Paragraph 182 gives great weight to conserving and enhancing Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty which has one of the highest status of

protection. It states “development within their setting should be sensitively located and designed to avoid or minimise adverse impacts on the
designated areas.”

Burcot & Clifton
Hampden
Neighbourhood
Plan

Policy BCH9 Local
Landscape Character

The culturally and historically important local landscape character of the parish, and in particular the waterscape of the River Thames corridor
and its setting, will be conserved and where possible enhanced. Large-scale development of any kind will be inappropriate within open
countryside and the river corridor.

Burcot & Clifton
Hampden
Neighbourhood
Plan

Policy BCH6 Design
Principles in Clifton
Hampden

Water and Flood Risk

SOLP

Policy EP4 Flood
Risk

1. Proposals for development will be supported, provided they sustain and enhance the distinctiveness of the village and, where appropriate,
the character and appearance of the Clifton Hampden Conservation Area and its setting.

1. The risk and impact of flooding will be minimised through:

® Directing new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding;

e Ensuring that all new development addresses the effective management of all sources of flood risk;
® Ensuring that development does not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere; and

e Ensuring wider environmental benefits of development in relation to flood risk.

2. The suitability of development proposed in Flood Zones will be strictly assessed using the ‘Sequential Test’ and where necessary the
‘Exceptions Test’. A sequential approach should be used at site level.

3. Asite-specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) should be provided for all development in Flood Zones 2 and 3.

4. All development proposals must be assessed against the current South Oxfordshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment or any updates and
the Oxfordshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy to address locally significant flooding. Appropriate mitigation and management
measures must be implemented and maintained.




5. All development will be required to provide a Drainage Strategy. Development will be expected to incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems
and ensure that run-off rates are attenuated to greenfield run-off rates. Higher rates would need to be justified and the risks quantified.

6. Sustainable Drainage Systems should seek to enhance water quality and biodiversity in line with the Water Framework Directive.

VOWHLP

Development Policy
30 Watercourses

Development of land that contains or is adjacent to a watercourse will only be permitted where it would not have a detrimental impact on the
function or setting of the watercourse or its biodiversity, or the detrimental impact can be appropriately mitigated.

Plans for development adjacent to or encompassing a watercourse should include a minimum 10m buffer zone along both sides of the
watercourse to create a corridor of land and water favourable to the enhancement of biodiversity.

Proposals which involve culverting a watercourse are unlikely to be considered acceptable.

Development which is located within 20m of a watercourse will require a construction management plan to be agreed with the Council before
commencement of work to ensure that the watercourse will be satisfactorily protected from damage, disturbance or pollution.

VOWHLP

Core Policy 42 Flood
Risk

The risk and impact of flooding will be minimised through:

® Directing new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding;

® Ensuring that all new development addresses the effective management of all sources of flood risk;
e Ensuring that development does not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere; and

e Ensuring wider environmental benefits of development in relation to flood risk.

The suitability of development proposed in flood zones will be strictly assessed using the Sequential Test, and, where necessary, the
Exceptions Test. A sequential approach should be used at site level.

A site-specific flood risk assessment will be required for all proposals including minor development and change of use in Flood Zone 2 and 3
and, in Critical Drainage Areas, and also where proposed development or a change of use to a more vulnerable class that may be subject to
other forms of flooding. Appropriate mitigation and management measures will be required to be implemented.

All development proposals must be assessed against the Vale of White Horse and South Oxfordshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and the
Oxfordshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy to address locally significant flooding. Appropriate mitigation and management measures
must be implemented.

All development will be required to provide a drainage strategy. Developments will be expected to incorporate sustainable drainage systems
and ensure that runoff rates are attenuated to greenfield run-off rates. Higher rates would need to be justified and the risks quantified.

Sustainable drainage systems should seek to enhance water quality and biodiversity in line with the Water Framework Directive (WFD).




NPPF

Transport

SOLP

Paragraph 165
Paragraph 168
Paragraph 172
Paragraph 173

Policy TRANS2
Promoting
Sustainable
Transport and
Accessibility

Paragraph 165 states that inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas
at highest risk (whether existing or future). Where development is necessary in such areas, the development should be made safe for its
lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere.

Paragraph 168 states that development should not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the
proposed development in areas with a lower risk of flooding. Footnote 50 requires a Flood Risk Assessment to accompany applications for
development in Flood Zones 2 and 3.

Paragraph 173 states development should only be allowed in areas at risk of flooding where it can be demonstrated that the most vulnerable
development is located in areas of lowest flood risk, unless there are overriding reasons; the development is appropriately flood resistant and
resilient; it incorporates sustainable urban drainage systems, unless there is clear evidence that this would be inappropriate; any residual risk
can be safely managed; and safe access and escape routes are included where appropriate.

1. The Council will work with Oxfordshire County Council and others to:
e Ensure that where new development is located close to, or along, existing strategic public transport corridors, bus and/or rail services can
be promoted and strengthened in response to increases in demand for travel and freight;

e Ensure new development is designed to encourage walking and cycling, not only within the development, but also to nearby facilities,
employment and public transport hubs;

e Support provision of measures which improve public transport (including Park & Ride), cycling and walking networks within and between
towns and villages in the district;

® Support, where relevant, sustainable transport improvements in the wider Didcot Garden Town area and in and around Oxford, particularly
where they improve access to strategic development locations;

e Promote and support improvements to the transport network which increase safety, improve air quality, encourage use of sustainable
modes of transport and/or make our towns and villages more attractive; and

® Ensure the needs of all users, including those with impaired mobility are planned for in development of transport improvements.

SOLP

Policy TRANS4
Transport
Assessments,
Transport Statements
and Travel Plans

1. Proposals for new developments which have significant transport implications that either arise from the development proposed or
cumulatively with other proposals will need to submit a Transport Assessment or a Transport Statement, and where relevant a Travel Plan.
These documents will need to take into account Oxfordshire County Council guidance and Planning Practice Guidance and where appropriate,
the scope should be agreed with Highways England.

2. Appropriate provision for works and/or contributions will be required towards providing an adequate level of accessibility by all modes of
transport and mitigating the impacts on the transport network. Consideration should be given to the cumulative impact of relevant development
both in South Oxfordshire and adjacent authorities, and how this links to planned infrastructure improvements. This should take into account
the latest evidence base work, which, where relevant, will inform the scoping of the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan.

3. The Transport Assessment or Transport Statement should, where relevant:

e lllustrate accessibility to the site by all modes of transport;




e Show the likely modal split of journeys to and from the site;

e Detail the proposed measures to improve access by public transport, cycling and walking to reduce the need for car travel and reduce
transport impacts;

e |llustrate the impact on the highway network and the impact of proposed mitigation measures where necessary;

e Include a Travel Plan (that considers all relevant forms of transport including accessible transport for disabled people) where appropriate;
and

Outline the approach to parking provision.

SOLP Policy CF1, 4. A community facility or service may be essential, either because it is one of a limited number of that nature in a settlement or area, or is

Safeguarding fundamental to the quality and convenience of everyday life in a settlement. This includes the protection of Public Rights of Way including

Community Facilities | bridleways and by-ways. If suitable alternative provision already exists, any facility or service will not be considered essential.

SOLP Policy TRANS5 Proposals for all types of development will, where appropriate:

Consideration of . . . . . - . - .

Development i) provide safe and convenient routes for cyclists and pedestrians, both within the development, and including links to rights of way and other

Proposals off-site walking and cycling routes where relevant.

VOWHLP Development Policy | Development on and / or over public rights of way will be permitted where the development can be designed to accommodate satisfactorily the

31 Protection of existing route, or where the right of way is incorporated into the development site as an attractive, safe and continuous route. Alternative routes

Public Rights of Way, | will need to be made equally or more attractive, safe and convenient to rights of way users.

National Trails and I . . . . - .

Open Access Areas The Council will actively seek opportunities to improve the accessibility and the addition of new connections and status upgrades to the
existing rights of way network, including National Trails. Proposals of this nature will be supported where they would not lead to increased
pressure on sensitive sites, such as those of important ecological value.

Development will not be permitted where proposals remove, narrow or materially impair the approved line of the Thames Path or Ridgeway
National Trails, key connecting routes, and / or public access to them.
VoWHLP Core Policy 33 The Council will work with Oxfordshire County Council and others to:

Promoting
Sustainable
Transport and
Accessibility

® Actively seek to ensure that the impacts of new development on the strategic and local road network are minimised;

e Ensure that developments are designed in a way to promote sustainable transport access both within new sites, and linking with
surrounding facilities and employment;

e Support measures identified in the Local Transport Plan for the district, including within the relevant local area strategies;
e Support improvements for accessing Oxford;

e Ensure that transport improvements are designed to minimise any effects on the amenities, character and special qualities of the
surrounding area; and

® Promote and support improvements to the transport network that increase safety, improve air quality and/or make our towns and villages
more attractive




VoWHLP

Core Policy 35
Promoting Public
Transport, Cycling
and Walking

The Council will work with Oxfordshire County Council and others to:
® Encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport and support measures that enable a modal shift to public transport, cycling and
walking in the district;

e Ensure new development is located close to, or along, existing strategic public transport corridors, where bus services can then be
strengthened in response to increases in demand for travel;

e Ensure that new development is designed to encourage walking as the preferred means of transport, not only within the development, but
also to nearby facilities and transport hubs;

e Ensure that new development encourages and enables cycling not only through the internal design of the site, but also through the
provision of cycle friendly infrastructure to link the new residents with nearby services, employment areas, educational facilities and public
transport hubs where interchange can be provided for longer distance travel;

® Seek to support the provision of new cycling routes where the proposals are consistent with the other policies of this plan;

® Ensure proposals for major development are supported by a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, in accordance with Oxfordshire
County Council guidance.

VOWHLP

Development Policy
17 Transport
Assessments and
Travel Plans

Proposals for ‘major’ development will need to be supported by a Transport Assessment or Statement and Travel Plan in accordance with
Oxfordshire County Council guidance, including their Walking and Cycling Design Standards, and the latest National Planning Practice
Guidance. The scope of the assessment should be agreed with the County Council as the highway authority, in association with the district
council, as the planning authority. Highways England should also be consulted as appropriate, in accordance with Highways England
guidance.

The Transport Assessment and Travel Plan should consider opportunities to support the take up of electric and / or low emission vehicles, in
accordance with latest best practice, and in particular if part of mitigation identified in line with Development Policy 26: Air Quality.

The Transport Assessment and Travel Plan will need to demonstrate consistency with Core Policy 37: Design and Local Distinctiveness in
addition to the sustainable transport priorities identified in Local Plan 2031: Part 1 and other relevant Local Plan policies.

NPPF

Paragraph 114
Paragraph 115

Paragraph 114 states that it should be ensure that significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of capacity and
congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.

Paragraph 115 states development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on
highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.

Culham NP

Design

Policy CUL 8
Sustainable Travel

A. The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the existing Sustainable Travel Network, as shown on the Policies Map, for the purpose of supporting
active travel in the Parish.

B. Development proposals on land that lies within or adjacent to the Network should sustain, and where practicable, enhance the
functionality of the Network by virtue of their layout, means of access and landscape treatment.

C. Proposals that will harm the functioning or connectivity of the Network will not be supported.

D. The comprehensive masterplan for the strategic allocation STRAT9 Land adjacent to Culham Science Centre will be expected to
demonstrate that the masterplan layout enables safe and secure access to the required social infrastructure for the existing village of
Culham through new, and improvement to, existing cycleways, footpaths, and bus services.




SOLP Policy DES1 1. All new development must be of a high quality design that:

Delivering High
Quality Development |® Uses land efficiently while respecting the existing landscape character;

e Enhances biodiversity and, as a minimum, leads to no net loss of habitat;
e Incorporates and/or links to a well-defined network of Green and Blue Infrastructure;




® |ssustainable and resilient to climate change;

e Minimises energy consumption;

e Mitigates water run-off and flood risks;

e Takes into account landform, layout, building orientation, massing and landscaping;

e Provides a clear and permeable hierarchy of streets, routes and spaces to create safe and convenient ease of movement by all users; and
® |s designed to take account of possible future development in the local area.

2. Where development sites are located adjacent to sites that have a reasonable prospect of coming forward in the future, integration with the
neighbouring site should form part of the proposal’s design.

SOLP Policy DES2 1. All new development must be designed to reflect the positive features that make up the character of the local area and should both
Enhancing Local physically and visually enhance and complement the surroundings.
har. r . . .
Characte 2. All proposals for new development should be informed by a contextual analysis that demonstrates how the design:
e Has been informed by and responds positively to the site and its surroundings; and
® Reinforces place-identity by enhancing local character.
3. Where a Character Assessment has been prepared as part of a made Neighbourhood Development Plan, a proposal must demonstrate that
the positive features identified in the Assessment have been incorporated into the design of the development.
4. Where there is no local Character Assessment a comprehensive contextual analysis of the local character should be prepared as part of an
application. This should identify the positive features that make up the character of the area. The proposal must demonstrate that these
positive features have been incorporated into the design of the development.
5. Proposals that have the potential to impact upon a Conservation Area or the setting of a Conservation Area should also take account of the
relevant Conservation Character Appraisal.
SOLP Policy DES33 Design | 1. Where an application is required to be supported by a Design and Access Statement, this must demonstrate how the development proposal

and Access
Statements

meets the design objectives and principles set out in the South Oxfordshire Design Guide.
2. The Design and Access Statement should be proportional to the scale and complexity of the proposal. It should include:
e Aclear drawing trail that shows how the design of the proposal and the rationale behind it has evolved and clearly demonstrates that the

design objectives and principles set out in the South Oxfordshire Design Guide have been considered at the outset and throughout the
process and have been met by the final design;

® A constraints and opportunities plan that clearly informs the design process and final design;

e The delivery implementation phases and strategies to be put in place to ensure the timely delivery of infrastructure and services when they
are needed by new residents; and

® How consultation with the existing community and communities in the surrounding area has informed the design of the development.




SOLP

Policy ENV5 Green
Infrastructure in New
Developments

1. Development will be expected to contribute towards the provision of additional Green Infrastructure and protect or enhance existing Green
Infrastructure.

2. Proposals should:

® Protect, conserve or enhance the district's Green Infrastructure;

e Provide an appropriate level of Green Infrastructure with regard to requirements set out in the Green Infrastructure Strategy, AONB
Management Plan or the Habitats Regulations Assessment;

e Avoid the loss, fragmentation, severance or other negative impact on the function of Green Infrastructure;
e Provide appropriate mitigation where there would be an adverse impact on Green Infrastructure; and
e Provide an appropriate replacement where it is necessary for development to take place on areas of Green Infrastructure.

3. All Green Infrastructure provision should be designed with regard to the quality standards set out within the Green Infrastructure Strategy, or
where relevant the Didcot Garden Town Delivery Plan. Consideration should also be given to inclusive access and contributing to gains in
biodiversity, particularly through the use of appropriate planting which takes account of changing weather patterns. Where new Green
Infrastructure is provided, applicants should ensure that appropriate arrangements are in place to ensure its ongoing management and
maintenance.

SOLP

Policy DES6
Residential Amenity

1. Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses,
when considering both individual and cumulative impacts, in relation to the following factors:

i) loss of privacy, daylight or sunlight;
if) dominance or visual intrusion;

vi) external lighting.

VoWHLP

Core Policy 37
Design and Local
Distinctiveness

All proposals for new development will be required to be of high quality design that:
® Responds positively to the site and its surroundings, cultural diversity and history, conserves and enhances historic character and
reinforces local identity or establishes a distinct identity whilst not preventing innovative responses to context;

e Creates a distinctive sense of place through high quality townscape and landscaping that physically and visually integrates with its
surroundings;

® Provides a clear and permeable structure of streets, routes and spaces that are legible and easy to navigate through because of the use of
street typology, views, landmarks, public art and focal points;

® |s well connected to provide safe and convenient ease of movement by all users, ensuring that the needs of vehicular traffic does not
dominate at the expense of other modes of transport, including pedestrians and cyclists, or undermine the resulting quality of places;

® |ncorporates and/or links to high quality Green Infrastructure and landscaping to enhance biodiversity and meet recreational needs,
including Public Rights of Way;

e |Isbuiltto last, functions well and is flexible to changing requirements of occupants and other circumstances; and




e Is sustainable and resilient to climate change by taking into account landform, layout, building orientation, massing and landscaping to
minimise energy consumption and mitigate water run-off and flood risks

VOWHLP

Development Policy
23 Impact of
Development on
Amenity

Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses when
considering both individual and cumulative impacts in relation to the following factors:

i. loss of privacy, daylight or sunlight
ii. dominance or visual intrusion

vi. external lighting.

NPPF

Paragraph 135
Paragraph 137

Paragraph 139

135. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:
a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development;
b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping;

c¢) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or
discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities);

d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and materials to create attractive,
welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit;

e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development (including green and other
public space) and support local facilities and transport networks; and

f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing
and future users; and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion and
resilience.

137. Design quality should be considered throughout the evolution and assessment of individual proposals. Early discussion be tween
applicants, the local planning authority and local community about the design and style of emerging schemes is important for clarifying
expectations and reconciling local and commercial interests. Applicants should work closely with those affected by their proposals to evolve
designs that take account of the views of the community. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the
community should be looked on more favourably than those that cannot.

139. Development that is not well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies and government
guidance on design, taking into account any local design guidance and supplementary planning documents such as design guides and codes.
Conversely, significant weight should be given to: a) development which reflects local design policies and government guidance on design,
taking into account any local design guidance and supplementary planning documents such as design guides and codes; and/or b)
outstanding or innovative designs which promote high levels of sustainability, or help raise the standard of design more generally in an area, so
long as they fit in with the overall form and layout of their surroundings.

Culham NP

Policy CUL 5 Design
Code for Culham

Development proposals in Culham will be supported provided they have full regard to the essential design considerations and general design
principles set out in the Culham Design Code attached as Appendix B.




BG2.1

Culham NP

Policy CUL 10 Light
Pollution

A

All development proposals should be designed to minimise the occurrence of light pollution. Development proposals should employ

energy-efficient forms of lighting that also reduce light scatter and have regard with the current guidelines established for rural areas by
the Institute of Lighting Professionals (ILP).

Proposals for all development will be expected to demonstrate how it is intended to prevent light pollution. Information on these measures

must be submitted with applications, and where a development would potentially impact on light levels in the area, an appropriate lighting
scheme will be secured by planning condition.




Historic Environment

SOLP

Policy ENV6 Historic
Environment

1. Proposals for new development that may affect designated and non-designated heritage assets should take account of the desirability of
sustaining and enhancing the significance of those assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation. Heritage assets
include statutorily designated Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings or structures, Conservation Areas, Registered Parks and Gardens,
Registered Battlefields, archaeology of national and local interest and non-designated buildings, structures or historic landscapes that
contribute to local historic and architectural interest of the district’s historic environment, and also includes those heritage assets listed by the
Oxfordshire Historic Environmental Record.

2. Proposals for new development should be sensitively designed and should not cause harm to the historic environment. Proposals that have
an impact on heritage assets (designated and non-designated) will be supported particularly where they:

Conserve or enhance the significance of the heritage asset and settings. The more important the heritage asset, the greater the
weight that will be given to its conservation;

Make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness (through high standards of design, reflecting its significance,
including through the use of appropriate materials and construction techniques);

Make a positive contribution towards wider public benefits;
Provide a viable future use for a heritage asset that is consistent with the conservation of its significance; and/or

Protect a heritage asset that is currently at risk.

3. Non-designated heritage assets, where identified through local or neighbourhood plan-making, Conservation Area Appraisal or review or
through the planning application process, will be recognised as heritage assets in accordance with national guidance and any local criteria.
Development proposals that directly or indirectly affect the significance of a non-designated heritage asset will be determined with regard to
the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the asset.

4. Applicants will be required to describe, in line with best practice and relevant national guidance, the significance of any heritage assets
affected including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the asset’s importance. In some
circumstances further survey, analysis and/or recording will be made a condition of consent.

SOLP

Policy ENV7 Listed
Buildings

1. Proposals for development, including change of use, that involve any alteration of, addition to or partial demolition of a listed building or
within the curtilage of, or affecting the setting of a listed building will be expected to:

Conserve, enhance or better reveal those elements which contribute to the heritage significance and/or its setting;

Respect any features of special architectural or historic interest, including, where relevant, the historic curtilage or context, such as
burgage plots, or its value within a group and/or its setting such as the importance of a street frontage or traditional shopfronts; and

Be sympathetic to the listed building and its setting in terms of its siting, size, scale, height, alignment, materials and finishes
(including colour and texture), design and form, in order to retain the special interest that justifies its designation through appropriate
design, with regard to the South Oxfordshire Design Guide.




2. Development proposals affecting the significance of a listed building or its setting that will lead to substantial harm or total loss of
significance will be refused unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits
that demonstrably outweigh that harm or loss or where the applicant can demonstrate that:

® The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site;

® No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation;
e Conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and

e The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.

3. Development proposals that would result in less than substantial harm to the significance of a listed building will be expected to:

e Minimise harm and avoid adverse impacts, and provide justification for any adverse impacts, harm or loss of significance;
e |dentify any demonstrable public benefits or exceptional circumstances in relation to the development proposed; and

[ ]
Investigate and record changes or loss of fabric, features, objects or remains, both known and unknown, in a manner proportionate to the
importance of the change or loss, and to make this information publicly accessible.

SOLP

Policy ENV8
Conservation Areas

1. Proposals for development within or affecting the setting of a Conservation Area must conserve or enhance its special interest, character,
setting and appearance. Development will be expected to:

e Contribute to the Conservation Area’s special interest and its relationship within its setting. The special characteristics of the Conservation
Area (such as existing walls, buildings, trees, hedges, burgage plots, traditional shopfronts and signs, farm groups, medieval townscapes,
archaeological features, historic routes etc.) should be preserved,

® Take into account important views within, into or out of the Conservation Area and show that these would be retained and unharmed;

® Respect the local character and distinctiveness of the Conservation Area in terms of the development’s: siting; size; scale; height;
alignment; materials and finishes (including colour and texture); proportions; design; and form and should have regard to the South
Oxfordshire Design Guide and any relevant Conservation Area Character Appraisal;

® Be sympathetic to the original curtilage of buildings and pattern of development that forms part of the historic interest of the Conservation
Area;

® Be sympathetic to important spaces such as paddocks, greens, gardens and other gaps or spaces between buildings which make a
positive contribution to the pattern of development in the Conservation Area;

® Ensure the wider social and environmental effects generated by the development are compatible with the existing character and
appearance of the Conservation Area; and/or

® Ensure no loss of, or harm to any building or feature that makes a positive contribution to the special interest, character or appearance of
the Conservation Area.

2. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a Conservation Area, consent will only be
granted where it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or
loss

3. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a Conservation Area, this harm will be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal.




SOLP

Policy ENV9
Archaeology and
Scheduled
Monuments

1. Development must protect the site and setting of Scheduled Monuments or nationally important designated or undesignated archaeological
remains.

2. Applicants will be expected to undertake an assessment of appropriate detail to determine whether the development site is known to, or is
likely to, contain archaeological remains. Proposals must show the development proposals have had regard to any such remains.

3. Where the assessment indicates archaeological remains on site, and development could disturb or adversely affect archaeological remains
and/or their setting, applicants will be expected to:

i Submit an appropriate archaeological desk-based assessment; or

ii.  Undertake a field evaluation (conducted by a suitably qualified archaeological organisation), where necessary.

4. Nationally important archaeological remains (whether scheduled or demonstrably of equivalent significance) should be preserved in situ.
Non-designated archaeological sites or deposits of significance equal to that of a nationally important monument will be assessed as though
those sites or deposits are designated.

5. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of such remains consent will only be permitted
where it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or
loss.

6. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of such remains, this harm will be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal.

7. For other archaeological remains, the effect of a development proposal on the significance of the remains, either directly or indirectly, will be
taken into account in determining the application.

8. In exceptional cases, where harm to or loss of significance to the asset is considered to be justified, the harm should be minimised, and
mitigated by a programme of archaeological investigation, including excavation, recording and analysis. Planning permission will not be
granted until this programme has been submitted to, and approved by, the Council and development should not commence until these works
have been satisfactorily undertaken by an appropriately qualified organisation. The results and analysis of findings subsequent to the
investigation should be published and made available to the relevant local and county authorities.

SOLP

Policy ENV10
Historic Battlefields,
Registered Parks
and Gardens and
Historic Landscapes

1. Proposals should conserve or enhance the special historic interest, character or setting of a battlefield, or park or garden on the Historic
England Registers of Historic Battlefields or Register of Historic Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England.

2. Any harm to or loss of significance of any heritage asset requires clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of these
assets should be wholly exceptional in the case of Registered Historic Battlefields and Grade | and Grade II* Registered Historic Parks and
Gardens and exceptional in the case of Grade Il Registered Historic Parks and Gardens.

3. All development proposals must be assessed against the current South Oxfordshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment or any updates
and the Oxfordshire Local Flood Risk Management Strategy to address locally significant flooding. Appropriate mitigation and
management measures must be implemented and maintained.

4. All development will be required to provide a Drainage Strategy. Development will be expected to incorporate Sustainable Drainage
Systems and ensure that run-off rates are attenuated to greenfield run-off rates. Higher rates would need to be justified and the risks
quantified.

5. Sustainable Drainage Systems should seek to enhance water quality and biodiversity in line with the Water Framework Directive.




VoWHLP Core Policy 39 The | The Council will work with landowners, developers, the community, Historic England and other stakeholders to:
Historic Environment
e Ensure that new development conserves, and where possible enhances, designated heritage assets and non-designated heritage assets
and their setting in accordance with national guidance and legislation.
VOWHLP Development Policy | Proposals for new development that may affect heritage assets (designated and non-designated) must demonstrate that they conserve and
36 Heritage Assets | enhance the special interest or significance of the heritage asset and its setting in accordance with Core Policy 39 (Local Plan 2031: Part 1),

and particularly where they:
® Make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness; and / or
® Make a positive contribution towards wider social and economic benefits; and / or
e Provide a viable future use for a heritage asset that is consistent with the conservation of its significance; and / or
e Provide a sustainable, non-damaging use for a heritage asset that is currently at risk of neglect, decay or other threats.
Heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource, and will be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed
for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and future generations.
When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight will be given to the
asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight that will be given). This is irrespective of whether any potential
harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harms to its significance.
Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset will require clear and convincing justification.
In weighing applications that directly, or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be made having regard to
the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.
Developers will also be expected to report, publish and deposit the results of any investigations into heritage assets with the Historic
Environment Record (HER) and the relevant local and county authorities.

VOWHLP Development Policy | Proposals for development within or affecting the setting of a Conservation Area must demonstrate that it will conserve or enhance its special

37 Conservation
Areas

interest, character, setting and appearance. Development will be expected to:

i. Demonstrate that it contributes to the conservation area’s special interest and its relationship within its setting;
ii.  Take into account important views within, into or out of the conservation area and show that these would be retained and unharmed,

ii. Respect the local character and distinctiveness of the conservation area in terms of the development’s: siting; size; scale; height;
alignment; materials and finishes (including colour and texture); proportions; design; and form, in accordance with the Design Guide
Supplementary Planning Document and any relevant Conservation Area Character Appraisal;

iv.  Be sympathetic to the original curtilage of the dwelling and pattern of development that forms part of the historic interest of the
conservation area;

v.  Be sympathetic to important spaces such as paddocks, greens, gardens and other gaps or spaces between buildings which make a
positive contribution to the pattern of development in the conservation area;

vi.  Ensure the wider social and environmental effects generated by the development are compatible with the existing character and




appearance of the conservation area, and

vii. Ensure no loss of or harm to any building or feature that makes a positive contribution to the special interest, character or appearance
of the conservation area unless the development would make an equal or greater contribution in terms of public benefit.

VOWHLP Development Policy | Proposals within the setting of a Listed Building must demonstrate that they will respect, preserve or enhance features that contribute to the
38 Listed Buildings | special interest and significance of the building, including, where relevant, structures and trees, the historic curtilage or context, such as
burgage plots, parkland or fields or its value within a group and / or its setting, such as the importance of a street frontage or traditional
shopfronts, designed landscapes or historic farmyards.
VOWHLP Development Policy | Development will be permitted where it can be shown that it would not be detrimental to the site or setting of Scheduled Monuments or

39 Archaeology and
Scheduled
Monuments

nationally important designated or non-designated archaeological remains.

When researching the development potential of a site, applicants will be expected to undertake an assessment of appropriate detail to
determine whether the site is known or is likely to contain archaeological remains, and demonstrate how the development proposals have had
regard to any such remains.

Where the assessment indicates known archaeological remains on site, and development could disturb or adversely affect important
archaeological remains and / or their setting, applicants will be expected to:

® Submit an appropriate archaeological desk-based assessment; or
e Undertake a field evaluation (conducted by a suitably qualified, archaeological organisation) where necessary.

Nationally important archaeological remains (whether scheduled or demonstrably of equivalent significance) should be preserved in situ.
Development proposals that would lead to substantial harm or total loss of significance of such remains will only be permitted in exceptional
circumstances where:

® |t can be clearly and convincingly demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that
outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the circumstances in paragraph 133 of the NPPF apply.

For other archaeological remains, the effect of a development proposal on the significance of the remains, either directly or indirectly, will be
taken into account in determining the application. As such assets are also irreplaceable, the presumption will be in favour of the avoidance of
harm. The scale of the harm or loss will be weighed against this presumption and the significance of the heritage asset.

Where harm to or loss of significance to the asset is considered to be justified, the harm should be minimised and mitigated by a programme of
archaeological investigation, including excavation, recording and analysis. Planning permission will not be granted until this programme has
been submitted to, and approved by, the local planning authority, and development should not commence until these works have been
satisfactorily undertaken by an appropriately qualified organisation. The results and analysis of findings subsequent to the investigation should
be published and made available to the Historic Environment Record (HER) and the relevant local and county authorities.




NPPF

Paragraph 200
Paragraph 205
Paragraph 203
Paragraph 207

Paragraph 200 states that in determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any
heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance
and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic
environment record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site
on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning
authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.

Paragraph 205 states that great weight should be applied to conservation of heritage assets when their significance is impacted by
development. Development that would result in substantial harm will be refused (paragraph 201) unless "it can be demonstrated that the
substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss".

Paragraph 203 states in determining applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

a) The desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their
conservation;

b) The positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
¢) The desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

Paragraph 207 states where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of) a designated heritage
asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to
achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply:

a) The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site;

b) No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its
conservation;

c) Conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and

d) The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.

Culham NP

Policy CUL 6 Local
Heritage Assets

The Neighbourhood Plan identifies buildings as Local Heritage Assets as included in the Appendix B and shown on the Policies Map, for the
purposes of applying development plan policies on non-designated heritage assets:

i The Lion, High Street;
ii. Nos. 7 — 11 The Green;
iii. 22-23 High Street;
iv. School House, High Street;
V. Kiln Cottage;

Vi. Station House;
Vii. The Railway Inn;
viii. Tollgate Cottage;

iX. 60 Abingdon Road;

X. Maud Hales Terrace, Abingdon Bridge;

Xi. Pill boxes (Types FW3/24 The Burycroft; FW3/24C & FW3/28A at Appleford Bridge; FW3/28A at Sutton Bridge; FW3/24C at Sutton
Pools; FW3/28A at Zouch Farm and FW3/28A at Tollgate Road).




Biodiversity

SOLP Policy ENV2 1. The highest level of protection will be given to sites of international nature conservation importance (Special Areas of Conservation).
Biodiversity - Development that is likely to result in a significant effect, either alone or in combination, on such sites will need to satisfy the requirements of
Designated Sites, the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).

Priority Habitats and . . N . . - .
Species 2. Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) are of national importance. Development that is likely to have an adverse effect on a SSSI (either
on its own or in combination with other developments) will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances, where it can be demonstrated that
the benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh any harm to the special interest features and the SSSI’s contribution
to the local ecological network. In such circumstances, measures should be provided (and secured through planning conditions or legal
agreements) that would mitigate or, as a last resort, compensate for the adverse effects resulting from development.
3. Development likely to result, either directly or indirectly to the loss, deterioration or harm to:
e Local Wildlife Sites;
e |ocal Nature Reserves;
® Priority Habitats and Species;
e | egally Protected Species;
e Local Geological Sites;
® Ecological Networks (Conservation Target Areas);
® |mportant or ancient hedges or hedgerows; and
e Ancient woodland and veteran trees will only be permitted if:
i the need for, and benefits of the development in the proposed location outweigh the adverse effect on the interests;
ii.  itcanbe demonstrated that it could not reasonably be located on an alternative site that would result in less or no harm to the
interests; and
iii.  measures will be provided (and secured through planning conditions or legal agreements), that would avoid, mitigate or as a last
resort, compensate for the adverse effects resulting from development.
4. Development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) will be
refused planning permission, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons justifying the granting of planning permission.
5. Where development has the potential to affect a proposed wildlife site the developer must undertake surveys and assessments to
determine whether the site meets the criteria for Local Wildlife Site status.
VOWHLP Core Policy 45 Green | A net gain in Green Infrastructure, including biodiversity, will be sought either through on-site provision or off-site contributions and the targeted

Infrastructure

use of other funding sources. A net loss of Green Infrastructure, including biodiversity, through development proposals, will be resisted.

Proposals for new development must provide adequate Green Infrastructure in line with the Green Infrastructure Strategy. All major
applications must be accompanied by a statement demonstrating that they have taken into account the relationship of the proposed
development to existing Green Infrastructure and how this will be retained and enhanced. Proposals will be required to contribute to the




delivery of new Green Infrastructure and/or the improvement of existing assets including Conservation Target Areas in accordance with the
standards in the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Habitats Regulations Assessment.

VOWHLP

Core Policy 46
Conservation and
Improvement of
Biodiversity

Development that will conserve, restore and enhance biodiversity in the district will be permitted. Opportunities for biodiversity gain, including
the connection of sites, large-scale habitat restoration, enhancement and habitat re-creation will be actively sought, with a primary focus on
delivery in the Conservation Target Areas. A net loss of biodiversity will be avoided.

The highest level of protection will be given to sites and species of international nature conservation importance (Special Areas of
Conservation and European Protected Species). Development that is likely to result in a significant effect, either alone or in combination, on
such sites and species will need to satisfy the requirements of the Habitat Regulations.

Development likely to result in the loss, deterioration or harm to habitats or species of importance to biodiversity or of importance for geological
conservation interests, either directly or indirectly, will not be permitted unless:
® The need for, and benefits of, the development in the proposed location outweighs the adverse effect on the relevant biodiversity interest;

® | can be demonstrated that it could not reasonably be located on an alternative site that would result in less or no harm to the biodiversity
interests; and

e Measures can be provided (and are secured through planning conditions or legal agreements), that would avoid, mitigate against or, as a
last resort, compensate for, the adverse effects likely to result from development.

The habitats and species of importance to biodiversity and sites of geological interest considered in relation to points i) to iii) comprise:

e Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI);

® | ocal Wildlife Sites;

® | ocal Nature Reserves;

® Priority Habitats and species listed in the national and local Biodiversity Action Plan;
e Ancient Woodland and veteran trees;

® | egally Protected Species; and

e |ocally Important Geological Sites.

The level of protection and mitigation should be proportionate to the status of the habitat or species and its importance individually and as part
of a wider network.

It is recognised that habitats/areas not considered above (i.e. Nationally or Locally designated and not priority habitats) can still have a
significant biodiversity value within their local context, particularly where they are situated within a Conservation Target Area and/or they have
good potential to be restored to priority habitat status or form/have good potential to form links between priority habitats or act as corridors for
priority species. These habitats will be given due weight in the consideration of planning applications. If significant harm to these sites cannot
be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts) it will be expected that mitigation will be provided to avoid a net
loss in biodiversity or, as a last resort, compensation will be required to offset the impacts and achieve a net gain in biodiversity.




NPPF

Paragraph 180
Paragraph 188

Paragraph 180 states that planning decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their
statutory status or identified quality in the development plan);

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services —
including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland;

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient
to current and future pressures;

Paragraph 188 states that the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan or project is likely to have a
significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate assessment has
concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site.

Burcot & Clifton BCHS8 Green 1. The Neighbourhood Plan designates a Green Infrastructure Network, as shown on the Policies Map, for the purpose of providing an
Hampden Infrastructure environmental support system for communities and wildlife. The Network comprises the River Thames corridor, the recreation ground, play
Neighbourhood areas, amenity green spaces, natural and semi-natural greenspace, accessible countryside space, allotment land, ancient woodland,
Plan hedgerows, veteran trees, public rights of way and land of biodiversity value.
2. Development proposals that lie within or adjoining the Network are required to have full regard to the need to protect the value and
resilience of the Network, and to deliver new green infrastructure measures and/or a net gain to general biodiversity assets. Full surveys of any
affected Network assets should accompany any planning application.
3. Proposals that will lead to the loss of land lying within the Network and that will undermine its integrity will be resisted. Development
proposals that will lead to the extension of the Network will be supported, provided they are consistent with all other relevant policies of the
development plan.
Noise and Vibration
SOLP Policy DES6 1. Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses,
Residential Amenity | when considering both individual and cumulative impacts, in relation to the following factors:
iii) noise or vibration;
SOLP Policy ENV12 1. Development proposals should be located in sustainable locations and should be designed to ensure that they will not result in significant

Pollution — Impact of
Development on
Human Health, the
Natural Environment
and/or Local Amenity
(Potential Sources of
Pollution)

adverse impacts on human health, the natural environment and/or the amenity of neighbouring uses.

3. The consideration of the merits of development proposals will be balanced against the adverse impact on human health, the natural
environment and/or local amenity, including the following factors:

® noise or vibration.




VOWHLP Development Policy | Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses when
23 Impact of considering both individual and cumulative impacts in relation to the following factors:
Development on
Amenity iii. noise or vibration
VoWHLP Development Policy | Noise-generating development that would have an impact on environmental amenity or biodiversity will be expected to provide an appropriate
25 Noise Pollution scheme of mitigation that should take account of:
e Thelocation, design and layout of the proposed development;
e Existing levels of background noise;
e Measures to reduce or contain generated noise; and
® Hours of operation and servicing.
Development will not be permitted if mitigation cannot be provided within an appropriate design or standards.

NPPF Paragraph 193 Paragraph 193 states that planning decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely
effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment and states that development should
minimise and mitigate noise omitted from new development.

Air Quality

SOLP Policy EP1 Air 1. In order to protect public health from the impacts of poor air quality:

Quality

i Development must have regard to the measures laid out in the Council’'s Developer Guidance Document and the associated Air
Quality Action Plan, as well as the national air quality guidance and any Local Transport Plans;

ii.  All development proposals should include measures to minimise air pollution at the design stage and incorporate best practice in the
design, construction and operation of the development;

iv.  Where a development has a negative impact on air quality, including cumulative impact, developers should identify mitigation
measures that will sufficiently minimise emissions from the development. Where mitigation is not sufficient the impacts should be
offset through planning obligations; and

v.  Development will only be permitted where it does not exceed air pollution levels set by European and UK regulations.




SOLP Policy ENV12 1. Development proposals should be located in sustainable locations and should be designed to ensure that they will not result in significant
Pollution — Impact of | adverse impacts on human health, the natural environment and/or the amenity of neighbouring uses.
Development on . . . . . .
HumaaneaIth the 3. The consideration of the merits of development proposals will be balanced against the adverse impact on human health, the natural
Natural Environment | €nvironment and/or local amenity, including the following factors:
andjorLocal Amenity | ¢ - Noie or vibration.
(Potential Sources of
Pollution)
SOLP Policy DES6 1. Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses,
Residential Amenity | when considering both individual and cumulative impacts, in relation to the following factors:
iv. Smell, dust, heat, odour, gases or other emissions.
VOWHLP Development Policy | Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses when
23 Impact of considering both individual and cumulative impacts in relation to the following factors:
Development on o
Amenity e Dust, heat, odour, gases or other emissions.
VOWHLP Development Policy | Development proposals that are likely to have an impact on local air quality, including those in, or within relative proximity to, existing or

26 Air Quality

potential Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) will need to demonstrate measures / mitigation that are incorporated into the design to
minimise any impacts associated with air quality.

Where sensitive development is proposed in areas of existing poor air quality and / or where significant development is proposed, an air quality
assessment will be required.

The Council will require applicants to demonstrate that the development will minimise the impact on air quality, both during the construction
process and lifetime of the completed development, either through a redesign of the development proposal or, where this is not possible or
sufficient, through appropriate mitigation in accordance with current guidance.

Mitigation measures will need to demonstrate how the proposal would make a positive contribution towards the aims of the Council’s Air
Quality Action Plan.

Mitigation measures will be secured either through a negotiation on a scheme, or via the use of a planning condition and / or planning
obligation depending on the scale and nature of the development and its associated impacts on air quality




NPPF

Minerals and Waste

Paragraph 192
Paragraph 193

192. Planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for
pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual
sites in local areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, such as through traffic and travel
management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement. So far as possible these opportunities should be considered at the plan-
making stage, to ensure a strategic approach and limit the need for issues to be reconsidered when determining individual applications.
Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones is consistent with the local
air quality action plan.

Paragraph 193 states that planning decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely
effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment and states that development should
minimise and mitigate noise omitted from new development.

Oxfordshire Policy M8 Mineral resources in the Mineral Safeguarding Areas shown on the Policies Map are safeguarded for possible future use. Development that
Minerals and Safeguarding Mineral | would prevent or otherwise hinder the possible future working of the mineral will not be permitted unless it can be shown that:
Waste Core Resources
Strategy ® The site has been allocated for development in an adopted local plan or neighbourhood plan; or

® The need for the development outweighs the economic and sustainability considerations relating to the mineral resource; or

e The mineral will be extracted prior to the development taking place.

Mineral Consultation Areas, based on the Mineral Safeguarding Areas, are shown on the Policies Map.
Oxfordshire Policy M9 Existing and permitted infrastructure that supports the supply of minerals in Oxfordshire is safeguarded against development that would
Minerals and Safeguarding Mineral | unnecessarily prevent the operation of the infrastructure or would prejudice or jeopardise its continued use by creating incompatible land uses
Waste Core Resources nearby.
Strategy

Safeguarded sites include the following rail depot sites which are safeguarded for the importation of aggregate into Oxfordshire:
e Appleford Sidings, Sutton Courtenay (existing facility); and

e any other aggregate rail depot sites which are permitted, as identified in the Annual Monitoring Report.

Other safeguarded sites will be defined in the Minerals and Waste Local Plan: Part 2 — Site Allocations Document.

Proposals for development that would directly or indirectly prevent or prejudice the use of a site safeguarded for mineral infrastructure will not
be permitted unless:

e The development is in accordance with a site allocation for development in an adopted local plan or neighbourhood plan; or

e |t can be demonstrated that the infrastructure is no longer needed; or

e The capacity of the infrastructure can be appropriately and sustainably provided elsewhere.




Oxfordshire Policy W11 Provision will be made for waste management facilities to provide capacity that allows Oxfordshire to be net self-sufficient in the management

Minerals and Safeguarding Waste | of its principal waste streams — municipal solid waste (or local authority collected waste), commercial and industrial waste, and construction,

Waste Core Management Sites | demolition and excavation waste — over the period to 2031.

Strate . . - . . . . .

9y Provision for facilities for hazardous waste, agricultural waste, radioactive waste and waste water/sewage sludge will be in accordance with

policies W7, W8, W9 and W10 respectively.

SOLP Policy EP5: Minerals | 1. Minerals are a non-renewable resource, therefore to safeguard future potential extraction, development will be directed away from Minerals

Safeguarding Areas | Safeguarding Areas.

2. Where development in Minerals Safeguarding Areas cannot be avoided, developers are encouraged to extract minerals prior to non-mineral
development taking place, where this is practical and environmentally feasible.

NPPF Paragraph 217 Paragraph 217 states when determining planning applications, great weight should be given to the benefits of mineral extraction, including to

Paragraph 218

Ground Conditions/Land Contamination

the economy.

Paragraph 218 state local planning authorities should not normally permit other development proposals in Mineral Safeguarding Areas if it
might constrain potential future use for mineral working.

1. Development proposals should demonstrate that they will not result in significant adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring uses,

SOLP Policy DES6 o= aml S X i .
Residential Amenity | when considering both individual and cumulative impacts, in relation to the following factors:
v. pollution, contamination or the use of/or storage of hazardous substances;
SOLP Policy ENV11 1. Development proposals should be appropriate to their location and should be designed to ensure that the occupiers of a new development

Pollution - Impact
from Existing and/ or
Previous Land Uses
on New Development
(Potential Receptors
of Pollution)

will not be subject to individual and/or cumulative adverse effect(s) of pollution. Proposals will need to avoid or provide details of proposed
mitigation methods to protect occupiers of a new development from the adverse impact(s) of pollution.

2. Unless there is a realistic potential for appropriate mitigation, development will not be permitted if it is likely to be adversely affected by
pollution. Factors can include, but are not limited to: ...contamination of the site or its surroundings and hazardous substances nearby; ...land
instability;

3. Opportunities to mitigate and/or remediate the impacts of pollution on the natural environment should also be considered wherever possible
and related to a development.

4. Development on contaminated land will not be permitted unless the contamination is effectively treated by the developer to prevent any
harm to human health and the natural environment (including controlled waters).




VoWHLP Development Policy | Proposals for the development, redevelopment or re-use of land known, or suspected, to be contaminated, will be required to submit a
27 Land Affected By | Contaminated Land Preliminary Risk Consultant Report.
Contamination . -, . - - . . . .
Planning conditions may be imposed where the Council is satisfied that all risks associated with the development, environment, controlled
waters and neighbouring land uses from land affected by contamination have been identified and the development is viable.
Proposals that fail to demonstrate that the intended use would be compatible with the condition of the land, or which fail to exploit appropriate
opportunities for decontamination, will be refused.
VOWHLP Core Policy 43 The Council encourages developers to make provision for the effective use of natural resources where applicable including:

Natural Resources

vi.  Ensuring that land is of a suitable quality for development and that remediation of contaminated land is undertaken where necessary;

vii.  Avoiding the development of the best and most versatile agricultural land, unless it is demonstrated to be the most sustainable choice
from reasonable alternatives, by first using areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality; and

viii. Re-using previously developed land, provided it is not of high environmental value.




Proof of Evidence: Bernard Greep
HIF 1 Call-in Inquiry, Oxfordshire

Appendix BG2.2 Plan Showing the HIF1 Scheme
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Proof of Evidence: Bernard Greep
HIF1 Call-in Inquiry, Oxfordshire

Appendix BG2.3 Appeal Decisions and Examiner
Reports Referred to in Section 4 of
My Proof

BG2.3a Land At Heathrow North Service Station, Shepiston Lane, Hayes
(November 2021)

BG2.3b Dog Inn, Henley Road, Mappleborough Green B80 7DR (August 2021)

BG2.3c Secretary of State Decision Ref: APP/W0530/W/3210008 Whittlesford,
Hinxton (April 2020)

BG2.3d Land North East of Junction 37 of the A1(M) Motorway, Marr Roundabout,
Doncaster (July 2019)

BG2.3e Cobham Motorway Service Station, Cobham, Elmridge (February 2016)
BG2.3f Ouchthorpe Lane, Fieldhead, Wakefield (January 2016)

BG2.3g Pembroke Avenue, Denny End Industrial Estate, Waterbeach, Cambridge,
Cambridgeshire (February 2015)

BG2.3h Land North of Berry Hill Purification Works, Throop, Bournemouth
(October 2014)

BG2.3i Application for the Grade Separation of Junction 10A Serving the M1
(October 2013)

BG2.3j Application for the proposed M54 to M6 Link Road Development Consent
Order (TR010054-001200) (21 April 2022)

BG2.3k M54 to M6 Link Road (TR010054-001200) — Extracts from Examiners’ Report
(21 July 2021)
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BG2.3a Land At Heathrow North Service Station, Shepiston Lane, Hayes
(November 2021)



' The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Site Visit made on 21 September 2021
by G Robbie BA(Hons) BPI MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Decision date: 18 November 2021

Appeal Ref: APP/R5510/W/21/3279160

Land At Heathrow North Service Station, Shepiston Lane, Hayes UB3 1LL

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

e The appeal is made by EG Group Limited against the decision of London Borough of
Hillingdon.

e The application Ref 76359/APP/2021/1525, dated 16 April 2021, was refused by notice
dated 21 June 2021.

e The development proposed is the development of an electric vehicle charging facility,
access road, substation, switchgear enclosure and associated infrastructure.

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed.
Preliminary Matters

2. On 20 July 2021 the Government published a revised version of the National
Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). The timing of this appeal has
been such that both main parties have had the opportunity to comment on the
effect of the revised Framework upon their respective cases and I have taken
these matters into consideration in reaching my decision. I have determined
the appeal in the context of the revised Framework, using the paragraph
numbers of the latest version of the Framework.

Main Issue
3. The main issues are:

e Whether or not the proposed development would be inappropriate
development within the Green Belt, having regard to the Framework and any
relevant development plan policies;

e Whether or not the proposed development would preserve the openness of
the Green Belt or conflict with the purposes of including land within it;

e The effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of
the surrounding area; and

e If inappropriate, would the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any
other harm, be clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to amount
to the very special circumstances required to justify the proposal.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Reasons

4,

The appeal site is located within the Green Belt, sandwiched between the M4
motorway to the south of the site and Shepiston Lane to the north. Heathrow
airport is a short distance to the south of the M4. The appeal site lies
immediately adjacent to a recently developed drive-through coffee shop and
car park on Shepiston Lane, itself an extension to an existing petrol filling
station (PFS) complex, whilst a short distance further west lies a large modern
hotel.

The appeal site is comprised of sloping bunds surrounding the southern and
eastern sides of the coffee shop car park and access roads. Photographs
submitted by the appellant show these areas to be recently re-graded and
replanted to grass. Trees and shrubs provide a visual screen atop the bund to
the south and the motorway beyond, with a more overgrown scrubby area to
the east. Three trees, protected by a Tree Preservation Order, stand within the
site.

Whether inappropriate

6.

The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy, the Framework states, is to prevent
sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of
Green Belts being their openness and their permanence. Openness is the
absence of development and it has both spatial and visual aspects. Framework
paragraph 138 sets out the five purposes of the Green Belt.

The construction of new buildings within the Green Belt should be considered,
with the exception of the forms of development set out at Framework
paragraph 149, to be inappropriate. Framework paragraph 150 goes on to
state that certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate
development in the Green Belt provided they preserve its openness and do not
conflict with the purposes of including land within it. Local Plan: Part One (LP1)
policy EM2, Local Plan: Part 2 (LP2) policy DME14 and London Plan policy G2
reflect the provisions of the more recent Framework and I give them weight
accordingly.

It is submitted by the appellant that the proposed electric vehicle (EV) charging
station is not inappropriate development by virtue of Framework paragraph
150. That paragraph states that engineering operations! and local transport
infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location?
may be considered to be not inappropriate development, subject to the
provisos set out above.

However, with regard to engineering operations whilst the proposal does
contain elements which may be considered engineering operations in their own
right, these works are part and parcel of a larger overall development which
should be assessed as a whole. Taking the proposal as a whole, therefore, I do
not consider the proposed development to be an engineering operation for the
purposes of Green Belt assessment.

10. The Framework does not define what constitutes ‘local transport infrastructure’.

However, the Council have not explicitly challenged the appellant’s approach
that the proposed development should be considered under the local transport

! Framework paragraph 150(b)
2 Framework paragraph 150(c)

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 2
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11.

12.

13.

14.

infrastructure provision set out in the Framework?. Nor have the Council,
despite disputing the extent to which the proposal requires a Green Belt
location, sought to challenge the appellant’s assessment of alternative EV
charging points close to the appeal site and the nearby motorway junction.

The proposal would provide transport-related infrastructure in the form of ten
EV charging units in an immediate area not well served by the fastest public EV
charging points. Whilst the source and nature of the energy provided by the
charging units may differ from that provided by fuel pumps at a conventional
PFS they are essentially similar in purpose. Neither party has robustly or
comprehensively demonstrated how the proposal falls within the Framework'’s
description of ‘local transport infrastructure’ as opposed to merely being
infrastructure related to transport.

Even if I were to conclude that the proposed EV charging station could
satisfactorily be considered as ‘local transport infrastructure’ however, the
Framework states that a requirement for a Green Belt location must be
demonstrated. The appellant is in the business of providing roadside facilities
that provide a fuel, retail and food and drink offer. This, it is explained,
precludes the delivery of stand-alone EV recharging facilities, or the delivery of
EV charging facilities at other, non-Euro Garages, sites.

The appellant operates two other sites within the vicinity of Heathrow airport
and the motorway network. Neither, the appellant states, are suitable or
preferable to the appeal site. I have no evidence to suggest that that is
disputed but nor does it demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location in
the current instance. For the appellant, it may be desirable but that does not
amount to a requirement in the parlance of the Framework. Nor has it been
demonstrated that existing facilities at the appellant’s other sites could not be
repurposed to accommodate the shift, likely to continue ahead of legislative
changes regarding the sale of new petrol and diesel-engined vehicles in 2030,
from petrol and diesel vehicles to EVs. As such, the extent of the appellant’s
demonstration of alternative sites is limited and fettered as a consequence and
cannot be relied upon to demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location.

Thus, for these reasons, the proposed EV charging station development is not
local transport infrastructure, nor has it been demonstrated that it requires a

Green Belt location. The exception provided by Framework paragraph 150(c)
does not therefore apply to the proposal before me.

Openness

15.

16.

Even if I were to conclude that the proposal was ‘local transport infrastructure’
which could demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location, Framework
paragraph 150 development must also preserve the openness of the Green Belt
and not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. I turn now to the
matter of openness and the purposes of including land within the Green Belt.

The existing drive-through coffee shop building stands adjacent to the
forecourt entrance to the PFS. In very broad terms, its physical and visual
relationship with the PFS canopy is very similar to that of the kiosk / shop /
sales building with the canopy. It is also evident upon reading the conclusions

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 3
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of a previous Inspector in relation to the ‘drive-thru’ development? that this
relationship was a key element of the reasoning in allowing that appeal.

17. The appeal site is on the far side of the drive-through coffee shop’s car park
from that building and, in turn, the rest of the PFS. Although not substantial
structures in the manner of the PFS forecourt canopy or the drive-through
building, the canopies over the charging bays are nevertheless not insignificant
structures. Whilst the appellant seeks to emphasise the modest scale of the
charging points and downplay their size, I do not agree, and they add to the
bulkiness and clutter of the proposed development.

18. Each canopy would stand between approximately 3.2 metres and 3.8 metres in
height, each supported by a single vertical column. Their sloping roofs would
be angled towards the south, with solar panels atop, in two rows of three and
four canopies, respectively. The roofs would almost overlap each other
resulting in a rise-and-fall roofline along the length of both rows.

19. Although essentially open-sided, the structures would not, from many angles,
be viewed in the manner projected by the submitted elevations. Viewed
dynamically, the height of the canopies and their rise-and-fall roofs and the
cumulative impact of two rows of charging units and canopies would be a
substantial intervention on a site some distance from the existing coffee shop
and PFS complex.

20. Unlike the coffee shop unit relative to the PFS, the charging station would
stand some distance from the coffee shop building and further still from the
PFS. Although seen in close context with the furthest, open extent of the
existing car park, the canopies would appear dislocated in both visual and
physical terms from the existing buildings and structures within the coffee shop
and PFS complex. So too would the substation and switchgear enclosure,
where two substantial cabinets would be set within a recessed area in the
northern bund, detached from both the existing development and structures,
and also detached from the proposed EV charging stations and canopies.

21. Moreover, both elements would be sited within what is currently a sloping,
landscaped bund beyond the eastern and northern edges of the existing car
park. Neither the canopies, the charging units, substation and switchgear nor
access road and turning area would be within, or contained by, the existing
bunds. That the coffee shop building and its car park was contained within the
existing bunds was a source of support for the previous development. That
would not be the case in this instance, the proposal instead extending into and
beyond the existing bunds previously considered to visually contain other
developments, and into an area of scrub vegetation and trees beyond.

22. Due to the distance between the appeal site, the proposed structures within it
and existing buildings and structures at the coffee shop and PFS complex, the
proposal would result in the further, incremental, outward spread of existing
development. There would as a consequence be a loss of openness in both
spatial terms, through the presence of the canopy structures and charging
units, and in visual terms from the further outward spread of development
along Shepiston Lane.

3 APP/R5510/W/19/3229922

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 4
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23.

24,

25.

Although the extent to which the appeal site and neighbouring group of
buildings can spread further eastwards along Shepiston Lane is limited by the
narrowing spit of land between it and the motorway, the continued spread of
development at this location would cause harm to the openness of the Green
Belt. I acknowledge the constant presence of the motorway and its proximity
to the appeal site, and the effect that this has on the experience of the Green
Belt in this location. However, this to my mind does not diminish the Green
Belt harm that would arise from the proposed development.

The area of scrub vegetation and trees beyond the existing developed area of
the petrol filling station and coffee shop building makes an important
contribution, in the context of the surrounding uses, to Green Belt openness.
The appeal site is part of that area and contributes to openness and as such
contributes to providing relief from the oppressive nature of the motorway and
its traffic. The further outward spread of development around the existing PFS
complex would erode the openness of a pressured area of Green belt, causing
further, albeit limited, harm to openness.

Local Plan: Part 1 (LP1) policy EM2 states that proposals within the Green Belt
will be assessed against national and London Plan policies, whilst Local Plan:
Part 2 (LP2) policy DMEI4 and London Plan policy G2 reflect the Framework'’s
approach to development in the Green Belt. The proposal would not, for the
reasons set out above, benefit from the exceptions provided by Framework
paragraph 150(b) or 150(c) and is therefore inappropriate development in the
Green Belt.

Character and appearance

26.

27.

The proposed EV charging station would be viewed in the commercial and
transport related context of the exiting PFS and drive-through buildings.
Within the drive-through building’s associated car park are a range of fixtures
and fittings, including lighting columns, height restriction beams, signage and
an intercom unit for ordering. The EV charging units and canopy structures
would not be out of place amongst such features.

Whilst the proposal would result in moderate harm to Green Belt openness for
the reasons set out above, it does not necessarily follow that the proposal
would be harmful to the character or appearance of the surrounding area.
Despite the loss of overgrown vegetation from the area to the east of the
existing car park, the proposed development would be seen in the context of
the heavily commercialised PFS and drive-through building. The hotel building
further to the west adds to the cluster of commercial and transport-related
buildings, whilst the motorway is an ever-present factor within the Shepiston
Lane environment.

28. The charging units and canopies would not be entirely alien structures in the

context of the PFS complex and whilst the proposal would fail to preserve
openness, causing moderate harm in terms of Green Belt openness, it would
not cause harm to the character of appearance of the appeal site and its
immediate locality. However, the absence of harm or conflict with LP2 policy
DMEI4, insofar as its provisions relate to matters of character and appearance,
is a neutral factor and weighs neither in support of, nor against, the proposal.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 5
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Other considerations

29.

30.

31.

32.

It is not disputed between the parties that local EV charging provision is limited
in terms of both humbers of units and access to the fastest forms of charging
units. The need for further and improved provision is noted by the Council.
The 2030 Government target for prohibiting the sale of new diesel and petrol
vehicles is drawing closer and the parties acknowledge the need for increased
provision of, and access to, EV charging facilities to further facilitate the shift in
the method of propulsion and the uptake of EVs.

The proposed development would also facilitate access to some of the fastest
chargers currently available - capable, it is stated by the appellant?, of adding
up to 218 miles of range to a suitable vehicle in just 15 minutes - and faster
than the locally available alternatives. Despite the somewhat limited
qualitative and quantitative assessment of provision and demand for charging
facilities, these broad factors nevertheless carry significant weight in support of
the proposal.

The canopy above each charging unit would accommodate solar PV panels
which would provide the main power source for the charging points. The
sustainable source of energy for the units, at least in the main, is also a
positive factor which weighs moderately in support of the proposed
development.

Taken together, these factors, and the contribution that the scheme would
make towards an albeit unquantified reduction in carbon emissions and
improving local air quality, all weigh in support of the proposal. I therefore
give these factors significant weight in the role that they would play in
encouraging a shift away from petrol and diesel-engined vehicles and ensuring
that EV charging facilities become as accessible as petrol filling stations.

Green Belt balance

33.

34.

35.

Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt.
Substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt and
proposals should not be approved except in very special circumstances. Such
circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other
considerations.

The proposed development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt
which fails to preserve the openness of the Green Belt. It would also result in
the further outward sprawl of development around the petrol filling station.
These are all matters to which I give substantial weight, in line with the
Framework'’s approach to such matters. The proposal would as a consequence
be in conflict with the purposes of including land within the Green Belt.

There are, as I have set out above, other considerations to which I give
moderate and significant weight to and which weigh significantly in support of
the proposal. The absence of harm to character and appearance is a neutral
factor which weighs neither in support of nor against the proposal.

4‘Charging Times and Distance Guide’ Electric Car Chargers Uk / Office of Low Emission Vehicles - based on
chargers being 150kW (Ultra) to 375kW
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36. The Framework is clear that not only should substantial weight be given to any
Green Belt harm, but that ‘very special circumstances’ will not exist unless that
harm, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.
Whilst there are therefore other considerations that weigh in support of the
proposal in the Green Belt balance, they would not, either individually or
cumulatively, clearly outweigh the Green Belt harm sufficient to amount to the
‘very special circumstances’ envisaged by the Framework.

Conclusion

37. For the reasons set out, and having considered all other matters raised, I
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

G Robbie

INSPECTOR

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 7
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' The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Site visit made on 22 June 2021

by L Page BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 25 August 2021

Appeal Ref: APP/13720/W/21/3267947
Dog Inn, Henley Road, Mappleborough Green B80 7DR

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

The appeal is made by Euro Car Parks Limited against the decision of Stratford on Avon
District Council.

The application Ref 20/02106/FUL, dated 28 July 2020, was refused by notice dated

10 November 2020.

The development is erection of a 1 x 4 metre high column with automatic number plate
recognition (ANPR) camera.

Decision

1.

The appeal is dismissed.

Procedural Matter

2.

Development has been carried out and therefore planning permission is being
sought retrospectively. The appeal has been determined using the plans
submitted to the Council, which provide the basis for which planning permission
is being sought.

The revised National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) was
published 20 July 2021 and introduced a number of revisions that may be
pertinent to the proposal. Consequently, the main parties were given an
opportunity to comment on the revised Framework and any subsequent
implications that may have emerged.

Main Issues

4.

The main issues are:

(a) whether the development would be inappropriate development in the
Green Belt having regard to the National Planning Policy Framework (the
Framework) and any relevant development plan policies;

(b) the effect on the Green Belt's openness and the area’s character and
appearance; and

(c) whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm,
would be clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to amount to
the very special circumstances required to justify development.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Reasons

Inappropriate Development

5.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The site comprises land associated with the Dog Inn, which is a grass verge
located adjacent to an access off Henley Road. The immediate vicinity is
characterised by residential dwellings, education facilities and garden centres.
Beyond that is open countryside, and this is reflective of the site’s location
within the West Midlands Green Belt.

The development comprises the erection of a 1 x 4 metre high column with an
automatic number plate recognition (ANPR) camera and associated cabinet. It
is understood that the ANPR camera functions for the private benefit of the Dog
Inn and is of limited utility to the wider public transport network.

In this context, the Framework is clear that new buildings are inappropriate
development in the Green Belt, and there is no evidence in front of me
demonstrating that the ANPR camera does not comprise a building?.

Therefore, to be regarded as not inappropriate development it would need to
satisfy one of the exceptions identified under Paragraph 149 of the Framework
or comprise a specified form of other development under Paragraph 150 of the
Framework.

Paragraph 150 c) of the Framework sets out that local transport infrastructure
is regarded as being not inappropriate in the Green Belt, provided such
infrastructure preserves its openness, does not conflict with the purposes of
including land within it and can demonstrate the need for a Green Belt location.

In this case, and in the absence of tangible countervailing evidence, the
development would serve a private interest associated with the operation of
the Dog Inn and would not contribute to the wider public transport network.

Consequently, I cannot conclude that it is local transport infrastructure, and it
would not fall within Paragraph 150 c) of the Framework. Accordingly, the
development comprises a new building which fails to satisfy the exceptions
identified under Paragraph 149 of the Framework or comprise a specified form
of other development under Paragraph 150 of the Framework.

Therefore, the development comprises inappropriate development in the Green
Belt. Paragraph 147 of the Framework makes clear that inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be
approved except in very special circumstances. Paragraph 148 of the
Framework goes onto establish that substantial weight is given to any harm to
the Green Belt.

Policy CS10 within Stratford-on-Avon District Core Strategy 2016 (CS) provides
the development plan’s Green Belt policy and is largely consistent with the
Green Belt policy within the Framework insofar as it is relevant to the subject
matter of this case.

L Any structure or erection under Section 336 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
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14.

In essence it also resists inappropriate development in the Green Belt, except
in cases where very special circumstances are justified in accordance with the
provisions of national policy and does not include provision for development
akin to ANPR cameras within the Green Belt.

Effect on Openness and Character and Appearance

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

It is clear from the site’s context that the development would sit amongst other
similar kinds of structures and erections, such as lampposts, traffic lights,
signage, bollards, and electrical kiosks, among other things. The development
would be similar in its utilitarian nature, scale, and siting, and alongside these
other structures and erections would be read collectively as an item of street
furniture. This helps the development assimilate neatly into the local context.

Given the limited footprint of the development, it would have a correspondingly
limited effect on the spatial component of the Green Belt’s openness. Similarly,
due to its relationship and consistency with other street furniture in the
immediate locality, the development would have a limited effect on the visual
component of the Green Belt’s openness.

Notwithstanding the above, there is no evidence that an assessment of
openness or other such effects on the Green Belt can overcome my earlier
findings on the provisions within Paragraph 147 and 149 of the Framework,
which makes clear that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to
the Green Belt.

The development would assimilate into the character and appearance of the
area for similar reasons outlined in my preceding paragraphs in relation to
effects on openness, due to its position amongst other similar forms of street
furniture. Consequently, it would not harm the character and appearance of the
area or the qualities of the Arden Special Landscape Area.

Overall, the development would not harm the character and appearance of the
area and would be in accordance with Policy CS.9, CS.12 and AS.10 of the CS,
which among other things requires development to respect the relationship
with the landscape. However, the development would still harm the Green Belt
by reason of inappropriateness.

Other Considerations and Very Special Circumstances

20.

21.

Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green
Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the
development, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

In relation to effects on the character and appearance of the area, an absence
of harm or a reduced level of harm should not be counted as a positive
consideration in support of the development, wherein the relevant judgement?
has established that the absence of a severe harm cannot reduce the harm by
reason of inappropriateness.

2 R (Lee Valley Regional Park Authority) v Broxbourne BC [2015] EWHC 185 (Admin)
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

In order for other considerations to clearly outweigh the totality of harm these
must be positive factors that weigh in favour of the proposal. Enhancing the
Green Belt’'s openness may comprise one such other consideration that could
potentially be advanced in support of a development. However, there is no
evidence of enhancements being delivered in conjunction with the development
in this case.

It is understood that the ANPR camera functions for the private benefit of the
Dog Inn and is not of any utility or operational benefit to the wider public
transport network. There may be other benefits associated with how the Dog
Inn operates on a day to day basis and socio-economic benefits therein.
However, it has not been demonstrated how the ANPR camera would boost
socio-economic activity or reduce antisocial activity to any particular degree.

For example, among other things, there are no business records demonstrating
the positive effect the ANPR camera has had on trade since it was installed.
Consequently, it is not clear what level of public benefit can be derived from
the development.

I note the emerging Site Allocations Plan. However, given that it has not been
examined, allocations within the plan can change accordingly, and would carry
limited weight in the balance.

Overall, the development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and I
have found that the other considerations in this case would be limited and
would not clearly outweigh the identified Green Belt harm which carries
substantial weight.

The very special circumstances necessary to justify the development do not
exist. Consequently, the development would not accord with Paragraphs 147,
148, 149 and 150 of the Framework, or Policy CS.10 of the CS, which among
other things seek to control inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

Conclusion

28.

For the reasons given, the appeal is dismissed.

Liam Page

INSPECTOR
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Ministry of Housing,

Communities &
Local Government

Our ref:  APP/W0530/W/18/3210008
Paul Rogers Your ref: S/4099/17/0L
Terence O’Rourke

Paul.rogers@torltd.co.uk

9 April 2020
Dear Sir

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 - SECTION 78 APPEAL MADE BY
SMITHSONHILL LIMITED

LAND TO THE EAST OF THE A1301, SOUTH OF THE A505 NEAR HINXTON AND
WEST OF THE A1301, NORTH OF THE A505 NEAR WHITTLESFORD, HINXTON
APPLICATION REF: S/4099/17/0L

1. | am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given to the
report of John Woolcock BNatRes(Hons) MURP DipLaw MRTPI who held a public local
inquiry on 11-13, 18-21 June and 2-5 July into your client’s appeal against the decision of
South Cambridgeshire District Council to refuse your client’s application for planning
permission for an AgriTech technology park comprising up to 112,000 m2 (gross)
employment floorspace, supporting infrastructure, amenities and landscape works
including publicly accessible informal open space, enhancements to parkland, vehicle
and cycle parking, service areas, bus/cycle interchange on land west of the A1301/ north
of A505, and infrastructure works including new vehicular accesses, highway
improvement works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings over A1301/A505
and River Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and water pumping stations and
primary electricity sub station, telecommunications infrastructure and other associated
works in accordance with application ref: S/4099/17/0OL, dated 20 November 2017.

2. On 23 October 2018, this appeal was recovered for the Secretary of State's
determination, in pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to, the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990.

Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision
3. The Inspector recommended that the appeal be dismissed.

4. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’'s
conclusions, except where stated, and agrees with his recommendation. He has decided
to dismiss the appeal. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR) is enclosed. All references to
paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to that report.

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government ~ Tel: 0303 444 2853

Phil Barber, Decision Officer Email: PCC@communities.gov.uk
Planning Casework Unit

3rd Floor Fry Building

2 Marsham Street

London SW1P 4DF
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Environmental Statement

5.

In reaching this position, the Secretary of State has taken into account the
Environmental Statement which was submitted under the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. Having taken account of the
Inspector's comments at IR311, the Secretary of State is satisfied that the Environmental
Statement complies with the above Regulations and that sufficient information has been
provided for him to assess the environmental impact of the proposal.

Matters arising since the close of the inquiry

6.

On 19 December 2019, the Secretary of State wrote to the main parties to afford them
an opportunity to comment on the decision by South Cambridgeshire District Council to
resolve to approve planning application S/4329/18/0OL on 24 October 2019. These
representations were then circulated to the main parties.

The Secretary of State is satisfied that the issues raised do not affect his decision, and no
other new issues were raised in this correspondence to warrant further investigation or
necessitate additional referrals back to parties. A list of these representations is at Annex
B. Copies of these letters may be obtained on written request to the address at the foot of
the first page of this letter.

Policy and statutory considerations

8.

10.

11.

12.

In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has had regard to section 38(6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 which requires that proposals be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.

In this case the development plan consists of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018,
which was adopted in September 2018. The application was originally determined by the
Council in the context of the South Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD
2007, the South Cambridgeshire Core Strategy DPD 2007 and the draft South
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2014.The Secretary of State considers that relevant
development plan policies include those set out at Annex B of the IR.

Other material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account include
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) and associated planning
guidance (‘the Guidance’). The revised National Planning Policy Framework was
published on 24 July 2018 and further revised in February 2019. Unless otherwise
specified, any references to the Framework in this letter are to the 2019 Framework.

In accordance with section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 (the LBCA Act), the Secretary of State has paid special regard to the
desirability of preserving those listed buildings potentially affected by the proposals, or
their settings or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they may
possess.

In accordance with section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 (the LBCA Act), the Secretary of State has paid special attention to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of conservation
areas.



Main issues

Green Belt

13.

14.

The part of the proposal to take place in the Green Belt includes the bus/cycle
interchange and pedestrian/cycle connections along with part of the proposed bridge.
The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s assessment of the
proposals impact on the Green Belt at IR320-331 and he considers that the transport
infrastructure would provide useful connections for general public use. He further agrees
with the Inspector at IR326 that if would be very difficult to achieve the transport
infrastructure works without using Green Belt land. The Secretary of State agrees with
the Inspector (IR326) that the interchange works are local transport infrastructure that
would require a Green Belt location.

The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR327 that the transport infrastructure
would erode the open feel of this part of the Green Belt in special and visual terms and
would harm openness. He further agrees with the Inspector at IR328 that the works
would have an urbanising influence on this part of the open countryside and that the
proposal would, to some extent, conflict with the purpose of the Green Belt to assist in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. However, he agrees with the Inspector
(IR329) that the local transport infrastructure proposed in the Green Belt would not by
reason of its nature and scale be sufficient to exceed the threshold set out at paragraph
146 of the Framework. As such he concludes that the exception for local transport
infrastructure would apply, and that the proposed development would therefore not be
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. As such the Secretary of State concludes
that the proposal would not result in harm to the Green Belt, and there would be no
conflict with local or national Green Belt policy.

Impact on character and appearance

15.

16.

The Secretary of State has considered the impact of the proposals on character and
appearance as set out in IR332-342. He notes that the site is not a designated landscape
and is identified in the Local Plan as Landscape Character Area B — Chalklands. The
Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s view at IR335 that a development of this
scale in this location would have an adverse effect on the landscape character of the
area of substantial significance. He also agrees with the Inspector that mitigation
measures would never completely screen the built form within the AgriTech park, but
would transform the open landscape by closing off distant views and by increasing the
sense of enclosure. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that this would
result in a major landscape change that would not be mitigated over time.

In terms of visual effects, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector at IR337 that
the scheme would have an enduring adverse effect of moderate to substantial
significance on the visual amenity of the area. Overall, the Secretary of State agrees with
the Inspector at IR342 that the proposed development would have an adverse effect on
the character and appearance of an area of substantial significance. He agrees with the
Inspector that due to the impacts of the proposal on local character and distinctiveness,



the proposal would conflict with SCLP Policy NH/2 and would also conflict with the design
principles set out in SCLP Policy HQ/1.

Impact on the setting and appearance of designated heritage assets

17.There are six heritage assets in the locality of the proposed development, four of which
are designated, including the Grade Il listed Hinxton Grange, the Grade II* listed Hinxton
Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist and Hinxton conservation area. The
Secretary of State has consider the Inspector’s consideration of the heritage impacts at
IR343-349. He agrees with the Inspector that the loss of open land adjacent to
designated park land at Hinxton Grange would result in harm to the listed buildings at the
Grange. He further agrees that this harm would be less than substantial. He also agrees
that the proposal would also result in an adverse change to the setting to the Hinxton
conservation area and the Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist. He agrees with
the Inspector (IR346-347) that this harm would be less that substantial, that there would
not be an impact on Pampisford Hall, and that there would be moderate harm caused to
the significance of a non-designated WWII pillbox. The Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector at IR348 that the proposal would lead to less than substantial harm to both
designated and non-designated heritage assets. He further agrees that this harm would
be of moderate significance. In line with paragraph 193 of the Framework, the Secretary
of State considers that considerable weight should be given to this these harms.

Impact on agricultural land

18.The proposal would result in the loss of 33 ha of best and most versatile (BMV)
agricultural land. The Inspector considers at IR349 that this loss would be at odds with
the requirement in the Framework to recognise the economic and other benefits of BMV
agricultural land. He agrees with the Inspector’s conclusion that this loss would result
some harm to agricultural land with an adverse effect of minor significance.

Transport and highway safety

19.The Secretary of State has considered the Inspector’s consideration of transport and
highway matters at IR350-355. He agrees with the Inspector’s conclusions that subject to
the appropriate planning conditions and obligations, there are no grounds to dismiss the
appeal for highway safety reasons. He further agrees that securing highway
improvements through the scheme would be a benefit of minor significance, and that the
proposal would comply with SCLP Policies TI/2, TI/3 and TI/8.

Employment and economic benefits

20.The Secretary of State has carefully considered the Inspector’s consideration of the
employment and economic impacts of the proposal at IR365-376. He agrees that there
would be benefits in providing agricultural land for field trials and that the proposed
incubator units would be beneficial to start up enterprises and that the provision of
AgriTech employment floorspace would generate considerable economic benefits. He
agrees with the Inspector’s view at IR370-371 that the benefits of the proposed AgriTech
park could only be realised if an effective user restriction was imposed to ensure the
occupiers complied with specified AgriTech requirements so that the development did not
become a general business park, which would be of limited benefit. He agrees with the
Inspector that none of the proposed conditions to restrict occupation would meet the tests
of necessity, reasonableness and precision, and that the absence of an appropriate
mechanism to control occupation of the park diminishes the weight that can be given to

4



the claimed benefits of the development. The Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s conclusion at IR375 that the need for and benefits of the proposed
development would be of minor significance.

Biodiversity

21.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s view at IR356-357 that the proposal
would, overall, have a beneficial effect of minor significance on biodiversity of the area.

Planning conditions

22.The Secretary of State has given consideration to the Inspector’s analysis at IR372-374
and IR390-408 of the recommended conditions set out at the end of the IR and the
reasons for them, and to national policy in paragraph 55 of the Framework and the
relevant Guidance. He is satisfied that the conditions recommended by the Inspector
comply with the policy test set out at paragraph 55 of the Framework. However, he does
not consider that the imposition of these conditions would overcome his reasons for
dismissing this appeal.

Planning obligations

23.Having had regard to the Inspector’s analysis at IR409-411, the planning obligation dated
31 July 2019, paragraph 56 of the Framework, the Guidance and the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as amended, the Secretary of State agrees with
the Inspector’s conclusion for the reasons given in IR410 that the obligation complies with
Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations and the tests at paragraph 56 of the Framework.
However, the Secretary of State does not consider that the obligation overcomes his
reasons for dismissing this appeal.

Occupation of the site

24.The Secretary of State has had regard to the Inspector’s conclusion (IR417) that were he
minded to allow the appeal, it would be necessary to go back to the parties to devise
controls on the future occupation of the site. However, the Secretary of State agrees that
(IR381) even were the site to be used as an AgriTech park, and substantial weight thus
to be afforded to the benefits of the scheme, the planning balance would still fall against
the proposal. As such the Secretary of State concludes that any such controls would not
alter his decision, and it is therefore not necessary to seek the parties’ views on them.

Planning balance and overall conclusion

25.For the reasons given above, the Secretary of State considers that the appeal scheme is
in conflict with SCLP policies NH/2 regarding character and landscape, HQ/1 concerning
preservation of the rural area, NH/3 on preserving agricultural land, SC/9 on countryside,
E/9 regarding the promotion of clusters, and S/7 on development outside development
frameworks, and is not in accordance with the development plan overall. He has gone on
to consider whether there are material considerations which indicate that the proposal
should be determined other than in accordance with the development plan.

26.The Secretary of State considers that the proposal’s impact on character and appearance
attracts substantial weight against the proposal. The loss of BMV agricultural land also
attracts slight weight against the proposal. Conflict with the aims of the Framework also
weighs against the proposal.



27.The Secretary of State considers that the economic benefits attract slight weight in favour
of the proposal and that the provision of biodiversity improvements and transport benefits
also provide slight weights in favour of the proposal.

28. As the Secretary of State has concluded that the proposal would not result in harm to the
Green Belt, and that there would be no conflict with local or national Green Belt policy,
this is neutral in the planning balance.

29. The Secretary of State has considered whether the identified ‘less than substantial’ harm
to the significance of the above heritage assets is outweighed by the public benefits of
the proposal. In accordance with the s.66 duty, he attributes considerable weight to the
harm.

30.Overall the Secretary of State considers that the benefits of the appeal scheme as set out
above are not collectively sufficient to outbalance the identified ‘less than substantial’
harm to the significance of the heritage assets. He considers that the balancing exercise
under paragraph 196 of the Framework is therefore not favourable to the proposal.

31.Overall the Secretary of State considers that the material considerations in this case
indicate a decision in line with the development plan — i.e. a refusal of permission. He
therefore concludes that the appeal should be dismissed and planning permission
refused.

Formal decision

32.Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s recommendation. He hereby dismisses your client’s appeal and refuses
planning permission for an AgriTech technology park comprising up to 112,000 m2
(gross) employment floorspace, supporting infrastructure, amenities and landscape works
including publicly accessible informal open space, enhancements to parkland, vehicle
and cycle parking, service areas, bus/cycle interchange on land west of the A1301/ north
of A505, and infrastructure works including new vehicular accesses, highway
improvement works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings over A1301/A505
and River Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and water pumping stations and
primary electricity sub station, telecommunications infrastructure and other associated
works in accordance with application ref: S/4099/17/0OL, dated 20 November 2017.

Right to challenge the decision

33. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity of the
Secretary of State’s decision may be challenged. This must be done by making an
application to the High Court within 6 weeks from the day after the date of this letter for
leave to bring a statutory review under section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.

34.A copy of this letter has been sent to South Cambridgeshire District Council and
notification has been sent to others who asked to be informed of the decision.

Yours faithfully

Philip Barber
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf



Annex B Schedule of representations

Representations received in response to the Secretary of State’s letter of 9 December 2019

Party Date

Terence O’ Rourke, on behalf of the appellant 13 January 2020
Duxford Parish Council 14 January 2020
Ickleton Parish Council 16 January 2020
South Cambridgeshire District Council 16 January 2020
Hinxton Parish Council 17 January 2020
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File Ref: APP/WO0530/W/18/3210008
Land to the east of the A1301, south of the A505 near Hinxton and west of
the A1301, north of the A505 near Whittlesford

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against
a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

e The appeal is made by SmithsonHill Limited against the decision of South Cambridgeshire
District Council.

e The application Ref.5/4099/17/0L, dated 20 November 2017, was refused by notice dated
13 March 2018.

e The development proposed is an AgriTech technology park comprising up to 112,000 m2
(gross) employment floorspace, supporting infrastructure, amenities and landscape works
including publicly accessible informal open space, enhancements to parkland, vehicle and
cycle parking, service areas, bus/cycle interchange on land west of the A1301/north of
A505 and infrastructure works including new vehicular access, highway improvement
works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings over A1301/A505 and River
Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and water pumping stations and primary
electricity sub station, telecommunications infrastructure and other associated works.

e The appeal was recovered for determination by the Secretary of State by direction dated
23 October 2018.

Summary of Recommendation: The appeal be dismissed.
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Procedural and background matters

1. The application by SmithsonHill Limited (hereinafter the appellant) is for outline
planning permission with all matters reserved. However, the application plans
to be determined include parameter plans for land use, movement and access,
landscape and open space, development density and height. Other details
show on plans and the appeal documentation are illustrative material not
forming part of the outline application.

2. The application was accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES), dated
November 2017, in accordance with the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2011
(hereinafter the EIA Regulations).! An addendum was submitted in February
2018 with additional information about transport, drainage and flood risk.?
Further Environmental Information was submitted in May 2019 (FEI); with an
additional landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA), revisions to the
traffic and lighting assessments, and an ecological walkover survey update.® In
response to consultation about the FEI 15 written submissions were received.*

3. South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) refused the application on
9 grounds because, in summary, the proposal would conflict with relevant
policies concerning; (1) unsustainable development located outside of the
village development Framework and within the open countryside; (2)
prematurity; (3) harm to the Cambridge Green Belt; (4) an inadequate LVIA
and failure to preserve or enhance the local character of the area and
unacceptable adverse impact on the countryside and landscape character; (5)
insufficient information in the Transport Assessment; (6) a Stage 1 / 2 Road
Safety Audit had not been carried out on all the submitted drawings; (7)
insufficient information about parking demand and provision; (8) harm to the
setting and significance of heritage assets; and (9) the loss of Best and Most
Versatile (BMV) agricultural land.

4. The application was determined in the context of the then adopted South
Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD 2007, the South
Cambridgeshire Core Strategy DPD 2007 and the draft South Cambridgeshire
Local Plan 2014. These were superseded with the adoption of the South
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 (SCLP) in September 2018. Reason for
Refusal 2 concerning prematurity was subsequently withdrawn in April 2019.°
SCDC also made a minor change to the wording of Reason for Refusal 6 to refer
to the Local Highway Authority being not able to fully assess the scheme on the
submitted information.

5. On 23 October 2018 the appeal was recovered for decision by the Secretary of
State by a direction made under section 79 of the 1990 Act. The reason for the

1 CD2.4. The transitional provisions in the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
Regulations 2017 mean that the 2011 EIA Regulations continue to apply because the request
for a scoping opinion was made on 6 February 2017.

2 CD3.3.

3CD12.1-12.4.

4 Red Folder on Appeal File part 2.

> CD5.5.

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate Page 4



https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Report APP/W0530/W/18/3210008

direction was that the appeal involves proposals for significant development
within the Green Belt.

A Pre-Inquiry Note was issued on 7 May and updated on 30 May 2019 to deal
with procedural matters.® A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG1) between
the appellant and SCDC is dated 3 October 2018 and was updated on 3 June
2019.7 Following the submission of further evidence and analysis, along with
discussions after the application had been determined, the appellant,
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) and Highways England signed a
Statement of Common Ground on Transport Planning Matters dated 16 May
2019 (SoCG2).® Following agreement at the Inquiry about the terms of
planning obligations SCDC formally withdrew reasons for refusal 5, 6 and 7.

SCDC advised on 10 June that 12 written objections to the application had not
been included in the appeal documents, and so objectors had not been notified
about the appeal or the Inquiry. Letters giving notice were delivered on

10 June 2019.° None of those notified has made any representations either on
the appeal or to say that they wish to do so or to appear at the Inquiry. In
those circumstances the appellant considers that it can properly be concluded
that none of those affected has been prejudiced by SCDC'’s error. As the
Inquiry was not closed in writing until 16 August 2019 there was an opportunity
for those who wished to do so to appear or to submit written submissions.

On the first day of the Inquiry the appellant submitted a revised landscape and
open space parameter plan Drawing No.235701B-LA-PP103A.1% Given that the
parameter plans are part of the proposal assessed in the ES and FEI, the
parties agreed at the Inquiry that this would be an amendment to the proposed
development at the appeal stage. The parties agreed a statement of common
ground (SoCG3) in relation to this proposed revision.!! SoCG3 provides that
the original plan contained a minor error and omitted to show the removal of
approximately 70 m of hedgerow along the north-eastern side of the A1301 to
accommodate the northern visibility splay for the proposed access. The revised
plan indicated a replacement hedgerow planted slightly further back into the
appeal site.

The parties agree, given that the proposed changes are minor, that there would
be no prejudice to any interested persons if the appeal was determined on the
basis of the revised parameter plan. Whether the determination of the appeal
should be on the basis of the amended parameter plan is a matter for the
Secretary of State. The Inquiry proceeded on the basis that it would hear
evidence about both the original and amended parameter plans. During the
discussion about possible planning conditions the appellant requested that an
addition be made to the description of the proposed development to specify
‘surface’ water pumping. There was no objection to this minor correction.

& PIN on file.

7 CD1.
8 CD1.

°ID7.

6.
7.

10 APP5.5.
11 I1D50.
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10. I visited the area in which the appeal site is located on several occasions during
the course of the Inquiry, on different days and at various times of the day,
including the am and pm peak hours for traffic. An accompanied site visit was
conducted on 4 July 2019, which included visiting Granta Park and Chesterford
Business Park.!?

11. Draft planning obligations were submitted in the lead up to the Inquiry. The
terms of an agreement were discussed at the Inquiry, and the parties were
given time for a signed version to be submitted. The agreement between the
appellant, landowners, SCDC and CCC is dated 31 July 2019.3 The section 106
obligations include provisions concerning a public and private transport service
strategy, a private shuttle bus, parking management and monitoring, a new
bus/cycle interchange, along with improvement works to McDonalds
roundabout, and to the junctions at A505/Moorfield Road and A505/Hunts
Road. The obligations are summarised in Annex A to this report.

The proposed development

12. The scheme proposes an AgriTech technology park comprising up to
112,000 m? (gross) of employment floorspace. How AgriTech development
would be defined is considered in more detail later in this report.

13. Planning conditions agreed by the appellant and SCDC would limit the gross
external floorspace of the permitted use classes to;

B1a office / B1b R&D / Bic light industrial - 92,000 m?
B1b laboratories - 11,800 m?

A3/ A5 - 2,000 m?

D1 - 3,000 m?

D2 - 3,200 m?

14. The appeal site consists of a main part (108.6 ha) proposed for commercial
development, along with a 6.9 ha site for a bus/cycle interchange to the north-
west of the main site. This would be accessed via a proposed foot/cycle bridge
over the A505/A1301. Vehicular access to the main site would be via a new
roundabout on the A1301. The scheme also proposes on and off-site highway
works and improvements. Planning conditions would require works to be
carried out to Junction 10 of the M11 and to the junction of the A11/A1307
prior to the occupation of buildings. A proposed planning condition would limit
on-site car parking to 2,000 spaces.

15. Approximately 10.9 ha of land within the southern part of the main site would
continue in agricultural use, with top soil from the development being
redistributed over these fields to improve the agricultural land quality.

16. The proposed development would result in the loss of agricultural land,
including 33 ha of grade 2 and 3a agricultural land, which is classified as BMV
agricultural land.#

12 The itinerary for the site visit is at ID70.
13 1D58.2.
141D23 and SoCG1 paragraph 5.28.
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The site and surroundings

17.

18.

19.

20.

The A1301 forms the western boundary of the main site, beyond which lies
farmland in the shallow valley floor of the River Cam with the village of Duxford
(2 km from the site) on the western banks of the river. The site is bordered to
the north by farmland, beyond which lies the A505 and the villages of Sawston
and Pampisford (3 km and 1.5 km respectively). To the north-east is farmland,
Pampisford Hall and its Park and Garden (1.5 km), the A11, Granta Park (a
science, technology and bio-pharmaceutical park) and Great Abington (3 km).
The Babraham Institute Campus also lies to the north.?> To the east the site is
bordered by four private residences, by Hinxton Grange, Mighton Products (a
sash window business), beyond which is farmland and the A11. Tichbaulk
Road, which is a permissive right of way, borders the appeal site to the south.
To the south-west are the village of Hinxton and the Wellcome Trust Genome
Campus, a world leading campus for genome and biodata research.®
Cambridge city centre is approximately 12 km to the north of the main site.
The main research/technology and business parks in and around Cambridge
are shown on ID22 and companies listed at ID34.

The bus/cycle interchange site lies both within the countryside and within the
Cambridge Green Belt, north of the A505, west of the A1301 and east of
Whittlesford Parkway railway station, and includes a strip running north
towards Sawston and the McDonald’s roundabout. The River Cam runs through
this part of the appeal site, beyond which lie a small industrial estate, the
station and the railway line. Mill Farm Lane and a small cluster of dwellings lie
to the north-west of the site. An aerial photograph of the appeal site and
surrounds is at ID16.

Immediately to the south of the appeal site and Tichbaulk Road is Hall Farm,
the main proposed “future expansion area” for the Genome Campus. An
outline planning application for this development was submitted in December
2018.17 At the time of the Inquiry this had not been determined.

There are six heritage assets in the locality, four of which are designated;
Hinxton Grange (grade II), the Stable and Coach House (grade II), Hinxton
Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist (grade II*), and Hinxton
conservation area. Hinxton Grange associated designed parkland is a non-
desighated heritage asset (Historic Environment Record No.12121). A World
War two (WWII) pillbox to the south-east of the Grange is also a non-
desighated heritage asset (Historic Environment Record No.15107).

15 ID56.

16 ID55 and ID61.

7 The outline planning application (ref: S/4329/18/0L), submitted in December 2018, is for a
phased mixed use development comprised of up to 150,000 m? of flexible employment uses
including research and development, office and workspace and associated uses falling within
Use Classes B1, B2 and B8; up to 1,500 residential dwellings (Use Class C3); supporting
community uses and social infrastructure including a nursery (Use Classes D1); conference
facility (Use Class D1) and associated hotel (Use Class C1); retail uses including shops (Use
Class Al).
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21. The appeal site lies wholly within National Character Area 87, the East Anglian
Chalk.*® In the Cambridgeshire Landscape Guidelines: A Manual for
Management and Change in the Rural Landscape 1991, the site is located in
character area 2 - Chalklands, within an area described as a broad-scale
landscape of large fields, trimmed hedges and few tree over a smooth rolling
chalkland landform.!® The site is located in character area B - Chalklands in
the South Cambridgeshire District Design Guide SPD adopted March 2010. Key
characteristics of this Landscape Character Area (LCA) are a distinctive
landform of smooth rolling chalk hills and gently undulating chalk plateau, a
mostly large-scale arable landscape of arable fields, low hedges and few trees
giving it an open, spacious quality, in which small beech copses on the brows of
hills, and occasional shelterbelts, are important features. This LCA has mostly
a strong rural character though this is disrupted immediately adjacent to major
roads, such as the A505 and the M11.2°

Planning policy guidance and statutory requirements
Development plan

22. The development plan for the area includes the South Cambridgeshire Local
Plan 2018 (SCLP). Relevant policies are summarised in Annex B of this report.

National policy and guidance

23. National Planning Policy Framework (hereinafter the Framework) paragraph 80
provides that 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 and productivity. This is particularly important
where Britain can be a global leader in driving innovation. The Framework cites
the Government’s 2017 Industrial Strategy: Building a Britain fit for the future.
Paragraph 82 of the Framework states that decisions should recognise and
address the specific locational requirements of different sectors, including
making provision for clusters or networks of knowledge and data-driven,
creative or high technology industries.

24. Paragraphs 133, 134, 143, 144 and 146 of the Framework set out relevant
policy for Green Belts, which is considered in more detail later in this report.
Paragraph 170 provides that decisions should contribute to and enhance the
natural environment by, amongst other things; protecting and enhancing
valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity, or geological value and soils in a
manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the
development plan; recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services
- including the economic and other benefits of BMV agricultural land, and of
trees and woodland; minimising impacts on and providing net gains for
biodiversity. Footnote 53 states that where significant development of
agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land
should be preferred to those of a higher quality.

18 CD9.5.
19 CD9.1.
20 CD6.9.
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25. The parties commented on the recent revisions to the National Planning
Practice Guidance (hereinafter the Guidance).?* The Guidance provides that
the impact of a proposal on the openness of the Green Belt requires a
judgement based on the circumstances. It adds that relevant matters could
include spatial (volume) as well as visual impacts, along with the degree of
activity generated, including traffic generation. In assessing the possibility of
potential harm to a designated heritage asset the Framework requires it to be
categorised as either less than substantial harm or substantial harm, and that
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. Any such harm
requires clear and convincing justification. The Guidance provides that within
each category of harm the extent of harm may vary and should be clearly
articulated.

Statutory duty

26. The development must be considered in the context of the statutory duty under
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to give special
regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of the grade II* listed Parish
Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist, and the grade II listed Hinxton
Grange, its stable and coach house.

The case for South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC)

The following summary of SCDC'’s case broadly follows SCDC's closing submissions
to the Inquiry, with additional reference where necessary to the evidence
adduced.??

The nature of the proposed development

27. There is a lack of clarity as to what form the proposed development could take.
A substantial measure for research and development is not sought or expected.
By day 9 of the Inquiry, the appellant was suggesting a new condition to
control the use of the proposed development for AgriTech, which would
comprise “all or any of the following purposes namely research into,
development of, commercialisation of and production of goods, services and
applications for use in agriculture, horticulture and the food chain”. The wide
breadth and scope of this definition is of concern.

28. The floorspace proposed could be delivered as B1(a) office floorspace or B1(c)
light industrial floorspace. The appeal scheme could be one large corporate
headquarters or multiple small manufacturing operations, producing goods for
the food chain. The intended and likely range of occupiers are important
matters which are material both to whether the claimed benefits of this scheme
would be achieved and whether there is a need for a large single greenfield
site, in the countryside, to accommodate such uses.

29. The proposals are wholly and entirely speculative. There are no committed
future occupants for any of the floorspace proposed, and no material
expressions of interest. Nor is the development funded. The proposals are in

21 1D71 and ID72.
22 ID2 and ID66.
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outline form at this stage, but it is quite remarkable that no support in the form
of a commitment or active consideration of the take up of floorspace can be
shown by the appellant. The need for the proposals, and their claimed
benefits, must be considered in that context.

30. SmithsonHill comprises Russell Smith Farms, a family farming business, and
the Hill Group, a firm of housebuilders, with some limited experience in
commercial development (Classes A and B1(a)). The appellant has no
experience in the AgriTech sector, let alone in the bringing forward of
development for that sector. This undermines confidence that the scheme and
its claimed benefits can or would be successfully delivered. The appellant
company (formerly known as Hinxton Land Limited) was at first promoting the
appeal site for development, including as a corporate HQ, a conference centre
or a hotel, without any suggestion of the need or appropriateness of AgriTech
development on the site.??

31. What the appellant seeks to secure here is without any established precedent
in the UK. The absence of any precedent is not of itself a factor weighing
against the proposal. However, it is certainly a factor which should lead to
caution, particularly in conjunction with the wholly speculative nature of the
scheme, as to whether the claimed need is genuine and whether there is
confidence the claimed benefits can be delivered.

Character and appearance

32. It is common ground that the proposals would cause significant adverse
landscape and visual effects, but there is disagreement about the extent,
physical and temporal, of those effects. The appellant maintains that the
proposals looked at as a whole "conserve” and “retain” the character of the
local landscape, rather than enhance it. This cannot however be reconciled
with its acceptance that there would be a substantial adverse effect on the
landscape character within the entirety of the land within the red line during
the construction stage reducing, in its judgement, to slight only by year 15.2*
Phasing over 15 years would mean that substantial adverse effects on the
landscape would be accepted for up to 30 years after construction commences.

33. The timing of the primary mitigation proposals, the bunds and planting
intended to screen the development, would depend upon the phasing of the
proposals and cannot therefore be relied upon as delivering mitigation, as
intended, at the start of construction or at any time before completion. The
primary mitigation in large measure would depend upon the phasing because
the bunds would be created through the topsoil generated by progressive cut
and fill. There would be substantial adverse effects on the landscape within the
appeal site for up to 30 years, a period of time which the GLVIA3 considers to
be long-term.?> This of itself renders the proposals in conflict with the local and
national landscape policies.

23 CD7.15 pp 2325.

24 1D40 p 1, APP5.2 paragraph 5.1.8, CD2.4 p 9-14 and CD2.3 p 69.

25 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition Landscape Institute
at CD9.4 paragraph 5.51.
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34. However, the effects on landscape character would in reality be far greater, in
two main respects: first, those effects would be experienced across the wider
area of open Chalklands landscape within which the appeal site sits; second,
they would not subside as a result of mitigation even by year 15 (i.e. after 30
years from the commencement of construction).

35. On the first point, there are important differences between the parties with
respect to the definition of the landscape baseline, in particular whether the
appeal site is to be treated as part of the open chalklands LCA or subdivided
into two LCAs: (a) the wooded and enclosed Granta Valley LCA (identified as L5
on ID40), which covers the western side of the appeal site to be developed
under the proposals, and (b) the open Chalk Hills LCA (identified as L6) which
covers the eastern side of the appeal site to be kept largely free from built
development under the proposals. The origin of L5 is the Cambridge Inner
Green Belt Study of 2015.%® However, it was beyond the scope of the Study to
carry out a full and comprehensive assessment of the landscape character of
the whole of the Cambridge Green Belt, or, indeed, the character of the
countryside outside the Green Belt.

36. The appeal site is an indivisible part of a wider tract of arable land and parkland
within the triangle of land defined by the fixed boundaries of the A11, the A505
and the A1301, which represents the gently undulating character of the
Chalklands landscape, recognised in both the Cambridgeshire Landscape
Guidelines and the South Cambridgeshire District Design Guide.?” This LCA has
a broad scale landscape of large fields with limited tree cover, and this
description correctly and properly reflects any reasoned assessment of the
appeal site and its landscape character and context.?® This landscape is a
“valued landscape” in Framework paragraph 170(a) terms.

37. There would be a substantial adverse effect beyond the immediate confines of
the site frontage to include the A1301, Tichbaulk Lane, the A505 and the rural
setting of Hinxton, which would reduce to moderate adverse for a wider part of
the triangular tract of Chalklands LCA in which the site lies, by reason of the
severing effect of the proposals on the landscape character of that area.

38. It would not be possible to meaningfully mitigate the landscape effects of the
proposals. The bridge proposed across the A505/A1301 would inevitably
urbanise the local highways network and would not be capable of any
meaningful mitigation. The quantum, mass, siting, and the partially elevated
position in which the buildings comprising the business park would be located,
would erode the established landscape character. This would unavoidably
generate substantial adverse landscape impacts which cannot acceptably be
addressed. The proposed landscape strategy could over time, and to some
extent, shield some element of these buildings from wider view, but the
enclosing of the appeal site on its southern and western boundaries by bunds
up to 3.5 m high with planting would erode the open nature of the site and its
existing character and landscape contributions.

26 CD9.3.
27 LPA3.2 paragraphs 5.9-5.18, and SoCG1 paragraphs 5.20-5.21.
28 CD9.1, CD6.9, LPA3.2 paragraph 6.78, and CD9.4 Box 5.1 at p 84.
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Given the limited space available to accommodate bunds within the parameter
plans, 3.5 m high bunds would likely be highly engineered features. Screening
built development within the site would itself appear alien in the otherwise
open Chalklands landscape. This is demonstrated by the photomontages for
viewpoint 2 from the Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist looking
north 2°, viewpoint 4 from the A1301 looking west 39, and viewpoint 10 from
Tichbaulk Road looking north 3!, The “shallow bunding” present at the
boundary of part of the existing Wellcome Trust campus, is not a precedent for
the incongruous bunding and planting that the appellant proposes.

The appellant relies on secondary mitigation to reduce landscape effects at
year 15 from moderate to slight.3? Secondary mitigation is defined within the
ES as potential measures that could come forward at the reserved matters
stage, including minimising the scale of buildings and articulation of built form,
architectural design, boundary treatments, the use of materials, design and
location of lighting and internal landscape structure. But at detailed design
stage it would not be possible to compel the introduction of buildings at a
height less than the maxima shown on the height parameters plan.
Furthermore, several of these matters, such as internal landscape structure,
are already encompassed within the parameter plans included within the
assessment of primary mitigation, such that there is a risk of double-counting.

Regarding visual impact, the appellant accepts significant visual effects from
many receptors during construction and at completion. This extent of impact
would remain for receptors along Tichbaulk Road, from Hinxton Grange and
from Hinxton conservation area at year 15 following completion with primary
mitigation.3® However, the visual effects would be greater and much more
extensive than accepted by the appellant.3*

The principal differences between the parties relate to (1) the effect of primary
and secondary mitigation on visual impact, and the visual effect therefore at 15
years following completion, (2) the visual effects of the highways infrastructure
element of the proposals on receptors, in particular when approaching the
McDonalds roundabout, and (3) the significance of visual effects that would be
felt by more distant receptors.

The appellant uses secondary mitigation to justify a reduction in visual impact
for receptors at Hinxton Grange from a moderate adverse (and significant)
impact at year 15 post completion with primary mitigation, to a slight adverse
impact (which is not significant) in the same year when regard is had to
secondary mitigation. The Design and Access Statement (DAS) recognises that
Hinxton Grange was designed to have an open view across the designed
parkland to the west.3> That view has not changed since Hinxton Grange was
built in 1835. But it would change substantially with the introduction of the

29 CD12.2 Figures 9.29-33.

%0 CD12.2 Figures 9.39-43.

81 CD12.2 Figures 9.60a-62b.

32 CD2.4 Table 9.4 pp 9-28/30.

83 CD2.4 Table 9.3 at 9-28, APP5.2 at 5.1.21, and CD12.1 paragraphs 2.52-4.

34 ID40 sets out a comparison table by the landscape experts for landscape and visual effects.
For views '‘DH Views [number]’ refers to SCDC’s evidence, ‘RB V[number]’ the appellant’s.

35 CD2.3 Figure 16 p 27.
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proposed built development, which would be seen as straddling the parkland on
its northern and southern sides from viewpoint 3.3 There would be a
substantial adverse effect on this receptor at completion, which would not
reduce by year 15 as the designed view currently enjoyed from this location
would be unavoidably lost.

44. Primary mitigation would not reduce the visual effects for receptors at
Tichbaulk Road because the mitigation would alter an otherwise open view.
There is no evidence to suggest that Tichbaulk Road, a permissive right of way,
is any less well used or valued by local inhabitants than other parts of the
limited rights of way network which is available for them to use. The adverse
effects on pedestrians using Tichbaulk Road would be substantial at both
completion and year 15. If it is assumed that primary mitigation would have
the effect of screening the site from Pampisford and Hinxton conservation area
receptors would not benefit from secondary mitigation internal to the site.

45. With respect to the A1301 roundabout, the appellant’s assessment claims
effects would be slight by completion (year zero). This conclusion again simply
does not withstand scrutiny. Viewpoint 4 show that an open view is currently
enjoyed across the appeal site, which would be replaced by significant bunding
and perimeter planting enclosing the site from view.3” However, that view
would not be typical given that it omits from view the proposed access
roundabout which would necessarily remove a section of the frontage hedgerow
and introduce signage, lighting and other roadside paraphernalia. Receptors
using the A1301 would experience different amounts of development along it.
The level of impact would be moderate increasing to substantial adverse when
approaching the McDonalds roundabout.

46. Receptors travelling along the A505 and A1301 approaching the McDonalds
roundabout would experience significant adverse effects when the highways
elements of the proposals came into view, which could not be mitigated. Those
road corridors would inevitably change from rural in character to urban due to
the introduction of a prominent bridge of 7.5 m in height (9.9 m total including
parapets) altering the skyline and the introduction of footways, crossing points,
lighting and the bus/cycle interchange.

47. For more distant visual receptors moderate adverse effects would be
experienced by pedestrians on footpaths 68/7 and 134/1, and the receptors at
Ickleton Road between Duxford and Abbey Farm, at Coploe Hill, and at
Quicksett Road and Duxford Road. Views from the higher ground at Coploe Hill
and Quicksett Road, towards and over the Cam Valley are identified as
particularly sensitive in the Essex Landscape Study.

48. The proposals would conflict with SCLP Policy NH/2 since the development
would not respect and retain local character and distinctiveness of the local
landscape. It would not preserve or enhance the character of the local rural
area nor would it respond to its context in the wider landscape and so would be
at odds with Policy HQ/1 1.a, nor would it be compatible with its location or
appropriate in terms of its surrounding area (HQ/1 1.d). The inevitable
requirement of external lighting would give rise to harm to the surrounding

36 CD12.2 Figures 9.34-38.
87 CD12.2 Figures 9.39-43.
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countryside contrary to Policy SC/9. The harm identified should attract
significant weight.

Heritage assets

49. The heritage assets at Hinxton Grange were desighed as a cohesive whole in
1835 following Parliamentary enclosure of Hinxton Parish in 1833. The
designed parkland landscape is of high value to the significance of the listed
buildings and remains intact from the layout as designed. The particular
designed view enjoyed westwards from Hinxton Grange across its parkland
makes an essential contribution to the significance of the grade II listed
building. A positive contribution is also made by the reciprocal views from the
A1301, from which the main house sitting elevated within its parkland setting,
and thus its status, may be appreciated from outside the appeal site. The
importance of these views is that they were designed to emphasise the status
and wealth of the occupier.

50. The avenue is a strong feature in the local landscape. Its role in the
significance of the heritage assets at Hinxton Grange is recognised in the DAS,
which refers to the open views enjoyed from the avenue through gaps north
towards the Church Tower at Pampisford and south towards Hinxton Church.
Agricultural land within the appeal site forms part of the designed landscape
setting of the listed buildings and has high value through the historic and
functional association it shares with the listed buildings as the landholding of
the farm.

51. The effects the proposed development would have on the heritage assets at
Hinxton Grange are agreed, namely the proposals would lead to (1) the loss of
open farmland that formed the estate, 2) the loss of open land to the south and
west of the designed parkland which allows an understanding of the designed
parkland within the surrounding agricultural land, 3) the presence of built
development along the park boundary to the south and west, and along and
either side of the avenue, which would close off the principal designed views
from Hinxton Grange and introduce incongruous modern development, and 4)
the loss or closing off of the open views currently enjoyed from the house of
the wider area and reciprocal views, including from the A1301.3® The experts
agree on the extent of harm these effects would have on the significance of the
grade II listed Hinxton Grange as within the middle of the range of less than
substantial harm. This harm attracts great weight and importance in the
planning balance both as a matter of law and of policy.3°

52. There is some measure of disagreement however on the extent of harm to the
stable and coach house and the non-designated parkland landscape. The level
of harm must correspond with the agreed level of harm identified for the grade
IT listed Hinxton Grange given that, as is also agreed, there is group value
between these assets. Therefore, the level of harm to the stable and coach
house would be within the middle of the less than substantial scale. With
respect to the designed parkland, the level of harm caused to this heritage

38 CD2.4 paragraph 6.99.

89 East Northamptonshire DC & Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v Secretary of State
[2015] 1 WLR 45; and R (Forge Field Society) v Sevenoaks DC [2015] JPL 22. Framework
paragraph 193.
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asset would be moderate to high. Suggested enhancements to this heritage
asset through the removal of damaged trees and the introduction of public
access might give rise to a slight beneficial effect, but would not contribute
positively towards its significance in heritage terms.

53. The experts agree that the harm to Hinxton conservation area and the grade
IT* Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist, through change to setting, is
less than substantial at the lower end of the range.

54. It is common ground that the appeal site comprises part of the setting of the
WWII pillbox, which was sited in its present location because of the topography
and open fields. Its setting makes more than a neutral contribution to the
heritage asset’s significance. The proposals, by introducing buildings that
would substantially close off views westward, would erode that significance.

55. Harm would be caused to the significance of the grade II listed Hinxton Grange
and its separately listed stable and coach house, as well as the non-designated
designed parkland, the Hinxton conservation area and the Church of St Mary
and St John the Evangelist (grade II*). As a matter of law, great weight and
importance must be attached to this harm.

56. It is only if public benefits outweigh the cumulative harm to the significance of
the designated heritage assets that planning permission should be granted in
accordance with national and development plan policy.*® Harm to the
significance of the designed parkland is moderate to high and the harm to the
WWII pillbox is moderate. Framework paragraph 197 requires a balanced
judgement to be taken having regard to the scale of that harm and the
significance of the assets.

57. The public benefits balance is addressed later, but it is submitted that the
public benefits of the proposal do not outweigh the heritage or indeed any
other harm. As such, a conflict with SCLP Policies NH/14 and HQ/1 (and in this
context in particular HQ/1 1.b arises. For the same reasons, given the
acknowledged level of harm, which is not outweighed by public benefits, there
is conflict with Framework paragraph 196 and 197.

Agricultural land

58. The proposals would result in the loss of 33 ha of grade 2 and 3a BMV
agricultural land. SCLP Policy NH/3 directs that permission should be refused
unless sustainability considerations and the need for the development are
sufficient to override the need to protect the agricultural value of the land. The
appellant argues that the loss of this agricultural land would be compensated
for by the proposals enabling advances in agricultural productivity elsewhere.
But this argument relies upon a need for a development of this size for a
dedicated AgriTech park, and that the occupiers of the park would generate
new technologies that would lead to improved agricultural productivity.

59. For the reasons set out later, no need has been demonstrated for the
floorspace in this location. Secondly, the speculative nature of the proposal
casts significant doubt upon whether the scheme would attract occupiers who
would be capable of generating the new agricultural productivity improvements

40 Framework paragraph 196 and SCLP Policies NH/14 and HQ/1 1.b.
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upon which the appellant relies. Thirdly, and in any event, AgriTech businesses
or institutions who may wish to take up floorspace in South Cambridgeshire
have ample opportunity to do so in existing business locations, or within future
floorspace which will be delivered pursuant to existing commitments or
consistently with the policies of the SCLP. As such, any benefits that such
organisations may deliver in terms of agricultural advancement would be
secured in any event.

60. Accordingly, the proposals conflict with Policy NH/3 of the SCLP. In particular,
given the policy conflict which the development generates, and its adverse
impacts, the loss to productive agricultural land cannot be considered as
sustainable. The loss of this land is also in conflict with Framework paragraph
170(b) which requires decision-makers to recognise the economic and other
benefits of the BMV agricultural land. For these reasons, the proposals would
conflict with Policies NH/3 and HQ/1 1.b of the SCLP and paragraph 170(b) of
the Framework.

Need and benefits

61. SCDC recognises the economic importance of the AgriTech sector nationally
and regionally, and shares the support expressed by Government and of others
for fostering and capitalising the opportunities presented by this sector.
However, it does not accept that these important objectives require the release
for development of a large greenfield site in a sensitive location such as the
appeal site, which gives rise to substantial conflict with local and national
policy. The objective for the sector can be achieved through the use and
redevelopment of existing floorspace, through commitments and through
planned growth consistent with the recently adopted SCLP and other
components of the recently adopted development plan.

62. The appellant’s claims that there is a pressing need for a 50 ha AgriTech park
must be considered in the context of there being no identified occupier with
identified need for any part of the proposed floorspace, let alone one who is
prepared to commit or indeed to express a firm intention to occupy the
proposed park or any part of it. The need would seem doubtful when
considered in this context alone.

(@) Pattern of existing AgriTech related development

63. It is common ground that there is an established presence of AgriTech
businesses and research establishments (both commercial and academic) in
and around Cambridge, as well as in the wider East of England region, which is
operating successfully.** These include some large multinational AgriTech
operators, including Bayer Crop Sciences, Monsanto, Syngenta and Certis.
AgriTech businesses and institutions are distributed around South
Cambridgeshire and the surrounding area. ID32 shows 18 AgriTech businesses
occupying existing business parks or locations. It follows therefore that there
already exists a cluster of AgriTech businesses dispersed throughout the area,
which is not dependent on, nor does it require, co-location on a single site. The
existing pattern demonstrates that there is no impediment to AgriTech

41 CD2.5 paragraphs 2.56-2.49 (pp 32-33) and paragraphs 5.4-5.6 (p 83).
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businesses occupying spaces on existing multi-disciplinary business and
research parks.

64. There is no evidence to demonstrate that any AgriTech operator already
established in Greater Cambridge is failing to thrive or to realise its potential by
reason of the absence of space for co-location on a single large dedicated site.
No evidence has been submitted that any operator was disincentivised from
locating in Greater Cambridge (or indeed the UK) by the absence of sites.

65. A successful cluster does not require co-location as opposed to agglomeration
within a geographic area, as demonstrated by the operation of other successful
clusters operating in and around Cambridge. The Cambridge biomedical and
life sciences cluster is well established and highly successful. It operates from
a range of locations in and around Cambridge including within University
Departments within the City, at the biomedical campus in the south, the
Cambridge Science Park to the north, the Wellcome Trust Genome Campus at
Hinxton, and at Granta Park and the Babraham Research Parks in rural South
Cambridgeshire.*> A 20 mile radius from the centre of Cambridge is a widely
used definition of the Cambridge life sciences cluster, demonstrating that this
highly successful cluster operates successfully on a distributed basis without
co-location on a single site.*3

66. Moreover, the opportunities for interaction and knowledge exchange between
organisations within the cluster is widely recognised as being successfully
facilitated and achieved by networking organisations, exemplars of which are
well established in and around Cambridge.** It is notable that such networking
organisations, including in respect of venture capital, are already established in
the AgriTech sector through AgriTech East and Cambridge AgriTech and they
transcend the various locations that comprise the cluster.*> Seen in the context
of this clear evidence, the need for 50 ha of co-locational space is simply not
made out.

(b) Adjacency to agricultural land for field trials

67. The appellant asserts a need for not less than 10 ha of land for field trials, with
the quality of that land being determined by matters of soil structure and
characteristics, including moisture content, field topography and the ability to
carry out rotational cropping. However, what has become apparent during the
Inquiry is that there is in fact no need for AgriTech operators to be sited
adjacent to fields to be used for crop and seed trials, as such trials could be
spread around a range of farms.

68. The National Institute for Agricultural Botany (NIAB), a world leader in plant-
based research does not require such adjacency. The NIAB uses several
hundreds of hectares around Cambridge and its surroundings, much of it in the
Duxford area, for its field trials, notwithstanding that its principal research base

42 ID35.

43 APP4.2 paragraph 5.26.

44 ID33 pp 1-3, 5-6 and 8-9, CD7.11 p 60, CD 7.5 p 11 and CD 7.18 p 48.
4 ID33 pp4and 7.
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is on the edge of Cambridge, at Huntingdon Road.*® The world renowned
Rothamsted Research Institute, based at Harpenden, Hertfordshire uses land at
Woburn, Bedfordshire and at Brooms Barn Farm in Suffolk for its field trials.*’
More locally, organisations who use Russell Smiths Farms land for crop trials
rotate those fields regularly and, for example, KWS, based at Thriplow, use
fields adjacent to the appeal site, at Hinxton, which is some six miles from their
Thriplow base.*® The need for AgriTech operators to be adjacent to fields to
carry out crop and seed trials is not made out.

69. It is difficult to see how on any logical basis factors such as accessibility, quality
of environment and a parkland setting can give rise to a need for what is
proposed here. The allocation of land and wider policy support for employment
development within the SCLP has been formulated and identified by reference
to the availability of sustainable modes of transport. For example, established
business parks such as the Cambridge Science Park, which is allocated for
expansion through SCLP Policy E/1, are located close to main transport hubs,
such as Cambridge North Station. Existing business and research parks are of
consistently high quality (e.g. Granta Park, Babraham and Cambourne Business
Park) and new development, delivered consistently with policy, can be
expected to be of the same standard.

(c) The availability of existing, committed and planned employment floorspace
and its suitability for the AgriTech sector

70. The generous supply of employment land in the Cambridge area, in qualitative
as well as quantitative terms, can accommodate further demand from the
AgriTech sector in whatever form it may take. This existing floorspace
comprises various forms, including office, B1(b) and B1(c) floorspace, in varied
locations. Current and anticipated availability, within just zones 4-5 (the Bio
Cluster and out of town sites), comprises 251,500 sq.ft., representing some
69% of the proposed floorspace through the appeal scheme. This unavoidably
represents a snapshot in time, but considers only zones 4 and 5 and, as such,
it considers only a partial supply of existing floorspace.*® For the remaining 13
years of the current local plan period, commitments and planned supply
amount to over four times the assessed need. The SCLP provides for a
significantly larger quantum of floorspace than is required to deliver 22,000
new jobs to 2031.°° The allocated floorspace provided through the SCLP and
other Area Action Plans (AAP) are being delivered.®!

71. Existing and established employment locations, including business and research
parks, have existing capacity as well as capacity to grow. At Granta Park there
is committed but unimplemented floorspace for an additional 62,789 m?, which

46 LPA2.3 Appendix C. It is notable that NIAB has disposed of its fields located adjacent to its
existing and expanding Huntingdon Road base for development, and in so doing has lost
access to an existing bridge crossing the A14 to link those fields with others that it owns to
the north (see ID47 and ID57).

47 1D36.

48 CD2.3 p.22.

49 APP4.2 paragraphs 5.11 and 6.3 (as amended by ID38).

50 CD6.7A paragraphs 2.36-2.37 and CD5.6 paragraph 134.

51 ID19 and ID46.
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could be developed for an AgriTech development.>? Chesterford Research Park
has consented floorspace for two new buildings of 28,000 sq.ft. and

22,000 sq.ft.>®> At the Cambridge Research Park, there is again clear existing
capacity along with unimplemented floorspace arising from a 2012 planning
permission and a current application for planning permission for 28,000 m? of
mixed B-class floorspace, which is to include not less than 10,096 m? of B1(a)
and B1(b) floorspace.>* There is also available floorspace at the Cambridge
Science Park and at Cambourne.>> Quantitatively, there is a generous amount
of floorspace available to any AgriTech operator who wishes to expand or to
relocate to Cambridge or South Cambridgeshire.

72. In qualitative terms, the need for adjacency to fields for trials has not been
demonstrated. No qualitative reason for need arises from adjacency. Many
existing and proposed business and research parks in rural South
Cambridgeshire are surrounded by agricultural fields in any event. The
opportunities for knowledge exchange are well established within the
Cambridge clusters, including amongst AgriTech businesses and institutions,
which operate without co-location on a single site. It is difficult to see why an
office based AgriTech business could not operate successfully in one of the
established business parks in and around Cambridge or in South
Cambridgeshire, nor indeed is there any reason why any AgriTech light-
industrial business operating within use class B1(c) could not take up business
floorspace in existing or planned locations in the District, or indeed the wider
sub-region.

73. The alternative site assessment submitted by the appellant considered in detail
only sites of at least 50 ha.>® But the need for co-location on a single site has
not been demonstrated. The assessment also includes, as a central criterion,
matters concerning soil quality and hydrology, associated with the use of at
least 10 ha of land for crop trials. However, adjacent land for crop and seed
trials is not necessary. The appellant’s evidence concerning alternative sites is
unreliable and should be discounted. Moreover, Mr Hill’'s evidence reveals that
the decision to promote the appeal site for AgriTech uses was a product of him
becoming familiar with the site as a result of passing it when travelling to work.
The entire exercise set out in the Planning Statement concerning the
assessment of alternative sites (flawed as it is) is an after-the-event attempt to
justify a decision to advance a site which was not accompanied by any attempt
to consider alternatives and in particular more suitable and less harmful
opportunities for provision of floorspace for the AgriTech sector.

(d) Any policy support for the delivery of AgriTech floorspace in the form
proposed by the appellant.

52 This represents the position as at March 2018, the last monitoring date. Part of this
floorspace has now been taken up in the form of the Illumina building.

53 1D37.2.

% There are a range of occupiers at the Cambridge Research Park including B1 and research
and development operators (e.g. Horizon and Stemcell Technology).

55 1D39 and ID51.

%6 CD2.5 and updated APP8.3 Appendix J.
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74. SCDC wishes to attract new investment and employment, in all sectors with a
link to Cambridge, including the AgriTech sector, and the SCLP has been

prepared and adopted precisely to secure this. However, and notably, nowhere

in either Government policy or expressions of support for the AgriTech sector,
set out in the Industrial Strategy (CD7.3), in "Growing the Bioeconomy”

(CD7.22) and the UK Strategy for Agricultural Technology (CD7.2), nor in those

of the Combined Authority, is there stated to be a requirement for a single
50 ha site dedicated to the AgriTech sector, and particularly for AgriTech
development of the very broad nature proposed by the appellant. It is notable
in particular that the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Independent Economic
Review (CPIER), September 2018 (CD7.11), recognises the opportunities for
the sub-region from the AgriTech sector, but confirms that “business space is
not a critical issue in the Cambridge and Peterborough area”.”” The support
expressed for AgriTech, which is shared by SCDC, does not require what is
proposed here.

(e) The need for incubator space and floorspace for start-up businesses

75. The need for and benefits of the proposed incubator space must be considered
in the following context. Start-up and spin-off businesses are a well-
established and important element of the economy of Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire.”® The appellant’s evidence refers to several named examples

of successful start-up businesses in the sectors which are located in and around

Cambridge.>® That Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire are demonstrably
attractive locations for start-up and spin off businesses, including in the

AgriTech sector, suggests that there is no quantitative or qualitative constraint
related to land supply which is inhibiting the sector.

76. Moreover, SCDC is taking active steps to secure more floorspace for new and
growing businesses. The Cambridge Compass Enterprise Zone includes within
it the Cambourne Business Park, the Cambridge Research Park and
Northstowe. The authorities and landowners within the Enterprise Zone are
actively seeking to bring forward new floorspace for start-up and developing
businesses.®® Furthermore, the SCLP identifies Northstowe, North-West
Cambridge, Cambridge Northern Fringe East and the Cambridge Science Park
as especially suited to include provision for start-ups, SME’s and incubator
units.®! The Bradfield Centre, within the Cambridge Science Park, is a good

57 The Combined Authority for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough in its Non-Statutory
Strategic Spatial Framework (CD6.8) supports the strategy set out in the SCLP 2018 and
is not seeking to depart from it. If, however, in due course, the Combined Authority were
to make more direct suggestions in terms of the AgriTech sector or any other sector of the
economy through further iterations of the non-statutory spatial plan, SCDC has expressly
committed to have regard to such suggestions, which would inform the new joint local plan
with Cambridge City, to be produced in accordance with the timeframe set out in SCLP
Policy S/13.

58 CD6.7A paragraph 8.47 p 183 and CD2.5 paragraph 5.28.

59 APP2.2 paragraph 2.2.25.

60 ID15 p 2, ID46 Annex 3 and ID48 annexes 1 and 2.

61 SCLP Policy E/9 paragraph 2. Development at Northstowe is the subject of the extant
Northstowe AAP 2007. Development at NorthWest Cambridge is the subject of the extant
North-West Cambridge AAP 2009. Development at both Northstowe and at North West
Cambridge is presently under construction, as described at ID19.
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example of new “incubator” floorspace being provided, as is the new incubator
space being delivered at the Babraham Research Park.%?

77. There is no identified need for additional provision beyond that which already
exists, and which is now being planned for. The provision of incubator space
on the appeal site is therefore a factor of limited weight here.

f) Conclusion

78. The appellant’s justification for what it proposes is in large measure based on
there being a compelling but unmet need for new AgriTech floorspace to be
delivered and that the appeal site is the only feasible location to meet this
need. Its case in this respect has not withstood scrutiny. In quantitative and
qualitative terms there is ample floorspace available for AgriTech operators to
take up, without the need to release this large sensitive greenfield site for
development.

Employment and the economy

79. In terms of construction jobs, plainly any development if carried out will
generate construction jobs and value. That factor therefore cannot be a benefit
of itself which can justify an otherwise unacceptable development in planning
terms.

80. The speculative nature of the proposal is such that the claimed operational
employment and economic benefits cannot be remotely assured at this stage.
The appellant’s forecast of jobs and economic contribution is predicated on an
assumption as to the nature of future occupants. The appellant’s economic
impact assessment forecasts assume an occupancy profile comprising two large
company tenants (UK or multinational) with an estimated 500 staff each, eight
large UK/international growth companies with an average of 200 staff each, 25
SME'’s with an average of 40 staff each, and 35 start-ups.®®* However, not one
such occupant who is committed or even has expressed interest in the
development has been identified. The appellant’s employment and economic
forecasts must be considered with caution.

81. In any event, SCDC does not accept that there is a need for the appeal
proposal. There is a generous quantum of employment floorspace available
now in the District, as well as committed and planned floorspace to meet the
needs of AgriTech businesses and establishments, as well as other sectors
operating in and seeking to access the Cambridge economy. In qualitative
terms, as the existing distribution of AgriTech businesses demonstrates, the
range of existing, committed and planned floorspace is entirely suitable for the
sector. No evidence has been given to suggest that AgriTech businesses are
being held back or disincentivised from establishing in the Cambridge and
South Cambridgeshire area by reason of quantitative or qualitative
considerations.

82. It follows that the future employment and economic benefits from any AgriTech
business which wishes to establish or grow would be secured without the need
for the appeal proposals. The jobs that would be generated by the proposals

62 ID39.
63 CD2.4.3 paragraph 115.
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could be achieved elsewhere if the required floorspace for AgriTech occupiers
can be accommodated elsewhere. Additional AgriTech occupiers wishing to
take up floorspace within the Cambridge cluster could go into the existing and
planned floorspace if they wished to. Thus, if the proposals were implemented,
the benefits, if any, created by AgriTech businesses occupying the appeal site
would simply be displaced from other locations, and furthermore could be
delivered on those alternative locations without causing the level of harm that
the proposals would create. No economic or employment benefits would be
foregone as a result of the dismissal of this appeal.

Other considerations

83. SCDC does not seek the dismissal of the proposals on the basis of highways
grounds, subject to the section 106 agreement and the imposition of the
agreed conditions. Nor does it seek dismissal on the basis of the effects on
biodiversity, noise, air quality or local hydrology.

Green Belt

84. That part of the appeal proposals which involves development in the Cambridge
Green Belt comprises part of the works to secure access to serve the proposed
development. It includes part of a pedestrian/cycle/equestrian overbridge of
some 7.5 m to deck, together with a 1.4 m parapet on both sides and
associated with bridge abutments and supports; a private transport
interchange, together with a vehicular access point from the A505, bus
shelters, cycle racks, real-time information and associated infrastructure
including signage, lighting, fencing and other security features; in all likelihood
at least a barrier at A505 carriageway level; and cycle and pedestrian routes
alongside the A505 and north along the A1301 to a crossing point on the edge
of Sawston, together with, SCDC considers, an engineered facility to
accommodate the change in level from the field edge path to the crossing at
carriageway level of the A1301.

85. In terms of impact on the Green Belt, consideration should be given also to the
use of the transport interchange, particularly by buses, and to the loss of
hedgerow which would be necessary to introduce the new access to the
interchange and its associated visibility splays.

(a) Does the development in the Green Belt comprise local transport
infrastructure?

86. Work proposed in the Green Belt is intended to provide suitable access to serve
a single private development. Although the overbridge would be available for
use by the public, there is no suggestion that the bridge or any part of the
works in the Green Belt are intended to be delivered to address any general or
local need. Thus, these are private works to meet the needs of a single private
development. Enhancements to Whittlesford Parkway as a transport
interchange are in any event being promoted by CCC and by the Greater
Cambridge Partnership.®* That scheme is proposed for a location further to the
west, outside the Green Belt, and there has been no evidence to suggest that
the appellant’s proposed transport interchange is a suitable substitute for that
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Whittlesford Parkway scheme, nor is there evidence that the appellant would
make its private facility available for the same purposes.

87. The term “local transport infrastructure” is not defined in the Framework. The
word “local” before transport infrastructure must qualify the term in a
meaningful way. The term means transport infrastructure which is delivered to
meet a public need within a local area, as distinct from infrastructure to serve
the future needs of a new single private development. If the position were to
be to the contrary, then it would follow that any form of private development
would, in principle, be entitled to introduce into the Green Belt transport and
access related infrastructure to serve that development. When introducing the
reference to “local transport infrastructure” into the NPPF 2012, the Secretary
of State, in his Impact Assessment (CD59), stated that in addition to park and
ride schemes other local transport infrastructure schemes could be beneficial to
communities in the Green Belt, including for example, infrastructure to support
more public transport, such as opening new routes, providing bus shelters and
small public transport interchanges.

88. This explanation reveals that, so far as the Secretary of State is concerned,
“local transport infrastructure” is infrastructure which is “beneficial to
communities” in that it would address an existing deficiency or requirement
within the local community. It would not therefore include infrastructure which
is to serve the future needs of a new single private development. This
distinction has also been recognised by Inspectors. A private access road to
serve a housing development was found not to be “local transport
infrastructure” within the meaning of the 2012 NPPF.®> Additional HGV parking
at an MSA serving the M25 was “local transport infrastructure”, which served a
local public purpose.®® A private car park to serve an industrial estate was not,
with the Inspector observing that there must be “public interest for local
transport infrastructure”.®” The two documents submitted for the appellant in
this context are also consistent with this approach. These concerned an access
road to an existing water treatment works and so performed a critical public
function to the benefit of a local community.®® The other concerned the grade
separation of a junction serving the M1 motorway, which again is public
infrastructure intended to benefit a wide range of users.®°

89. Given the private nature of the proposed works in the Green Belt to meet the
future needs arising from its development, those works do not amount to “local
transport infrastructure” for the purposes of Framework paragraph 146(c). As
such, those works cannot amount to “not inappropriate” development in the
Green Belt.

(b) Can the works demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location?

90. If a) above is satisfied the next issue concerns whether those works have been
demonstrated to require a Green Belt location. Resolution of this issue relates
directly back to the case for the principal elements of the scheme. If the
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AgriTech proposals are found to be unacceptable in planning terms, the
associated access works required to deliver that development would not be
required and would not therefore require a Green Belt location. If SCDC’s case
prevails therefore then the inescapable conclusion is that, for this additional
reason, the works in the Green Belt are inappropriate development.

c) Do the works preserve openness?

91. The third issue arising from paragraph 146(c), if the Secretary of State gets
this far, is to consider whether the development preserves the openness of the
Green Belt. The principle in Europa Oil and Gas Ltd V SSCLG is plainly not in
dispute. The effect on openness of development such as a bus shelter, a new
public transport route, etc. are unlikely of themselves to give rise to an
unacceptable failure to preserve openness.”® However, the totality of what is
proposed here in the form of private access arrangements to a commercial
development gives rise to an unacceptable impact on openness which extends
well beyond what could be considered to be the inherent effects of local
transport infrastructure.

92. The Green Belt is not a designation which protects landscape or visual
interests. It is a spatial designation intended to protect openness. The focus
must therefore be on the effect of the development in spatial terms on the
openness of that part of the Green Belt proposed to be developed. The
components of those elements of the development proposed for the Green Belt
would be introduced onto a site which is currently open and undeveloped
land.”* The introduction of part of a 7.5 m high bridge (9.9 m with parapets)
and its abutments and approaches, as well as a private transport interchange,
must have a material effect, when considered in spatial terms, on the openness
of a currently undeveloped parcel of the Green Belt. When considered in the
context of a policy which is seeking to “preserve openness” that effect can only
reasonably and rationally be adverse.

93. Impact on openness may have a visual dimension. However, in the context of
Green Belt policy, the focus must be on the effect of the development in visual
terms on the openness of the land proposed to be developed. What cannot
logically be correct is for the impact of development on openness of land to be
judged by reference to the condition of adjoining land, particularly where that
adjoining land lies outside the Green Belt. The quality of openness of land in
the Green Belt and the effect of development on that land cannot sensibly be
diminished by the existence of development on other land, adjoining or
otherwise.

94. When considering the impact of the proposed development on the openness of
the Green Belt from a visual perspective, the appropriate comparison here is
between an open undeveloped greenfield site where openness has not been
previously diminished to any material degree at all, with the effect of
development on that land comprising the north-western portion of a large
bridge, a private transport interchange and other development. The proposed
development would adversely affect the spatial dimension of openness, so too
would it adversely affect the visual dimension of its openness. It is submitted
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95.

therefore that the proposed development fails, and fails substantially, to
preserve the openness of the Green Belt. The appellant’s case that there is no
impact on openness of the Green Belt plainly and demonstrably lacks
credibility. Given that two of the appellant’s withesses were under the
misunderstanding that Whittlesford Parkway Station, McDonald’s restaurant
and the petrol filling station were within the Green Belt, it is necessary to treat
with caution the appellant’s conclusion.”?

(d) Conflict with Green Belt purposes

The introduction of the proposed development would encroach into an area of
countryside which comprises one of a series of open fields to the north of the
A505. It would also give rise to urban sprawl, not least by introducing new
access-related works onto land north of the A505 where such works are
currently absent. The development would conflict with national Green Belt
purposes (a) and (c), as set out in Framework paragraph 134. The SCLP sets
out purposes which are particular to the Cambridge Green Belt. This includes
protecting a “landscape which retains a strong rural character”.”> The
Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2015 identifies a purpose of the
outer rural area of the Cambridge Green Belt as “providing a setting for
approaches to the Connective, Supporting and Distinctive townscape and
landscape”.’* To introduce substantial built development as proposed into an
existing open undeveloped area of farmland on the edge of the Cambridge
Green Belt would compromise these local Green Belt purposes too. The
proposed development, as it affects the Green Belt, amounts to inappropriate
development.

Very special circumstances (VSC)

96.

97.

The appellant has identified three considerations which give rise to VSC. The
first refers to the benefits of the scheme, but for the reasons above no such
benefits arise so as to outweigh Green Belt and other harm. The second and
third points refer to the public benefit of the proposed access works. However,
proposals to improve Whittlesford Parkway station are emerging, with the
support of public authorities, in any event. So far as the suggestion of public
use of the proposed bridge and pedestrian and cycle links is concerned, no
actual or potential future wider public need for such links has been identified,
and given the dispersal of the current residential population, from where such a
need would arise is unexplained. There are no proposals for such works set out
in the development plan or any other policy document. Moreover, it is difficult
to see how such links could justify the extent of development proposed.

The harm to the significance of heritage assets, both designated and non-
desighated requires a separate balancing exercise, as required by Framework
paragraphs 196 and 197. Given the absence of need or benefits which would
be forgone, there are no public benefits which are capable or sufficient to
displace the harm to heritage assets here.
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98. Those parts of the development proposed within the Green Belt conflict with
SCLP Policy S/4 and, given the effect of the development on the rural character
and openness of the Green Belt, with Policy NH/8. As inappropriate
development and in the absence of VSC, the development also conflicts with
Framework paragraphs 143 and 144, in particular.

Planning policy

99. This appeal must be determined against a recently adopted local plan, which it
is common ground is up to date and is otherwise in conformity with national
planning policy, set out in the current Framework. Moreover, the evidence
base for the plan recognised that historic patterns of growth were likely to
change and in particular that “recent evidence suggests that the local high-tech
cluster is "maturing” and that growth in the research and development sector
will be slower than in the past, and other sectors will account for high
proportions of growth”.”> The SCLP recognises that “new sectors are likely to
include renewable technology, the creative ICT sectors, digital,
health/bioscience, high-technology manufacturing, professional business
services, tourism and leisure”. It follows therefore that the SCLP, and its
economic and employment policies in particular, were formulated expressly to
address and to accommodate the likelihood of new sectors developing over the
plan period.’®

100. “AgriTech” as a commercial sector is not referred to expressly within the
SCLP. However, the strategy is to make provision for a range of sectors to
emerge and develop over the plan period.”” The need for growth sectors, such
as AgriTech, was therefore fully considered and addressed through the strategy
and policies of the SCLP. The appellant places significant reliance on SCLP
Policy E/9, but misconstrues and misapplies that policy. Policy E/9 provides
that “development proposals in suitable locations will be permitted which
support the development of employment clusters, drawing on the specialisms
of the Cambridge area”. There is an issue as to what is meant by “suitable
locations”. Suitability must be interpreted having regard to other policies of
the plan. Properly construed, Policy E/9 requires more than that. A suitable
location, for the purposes of Policy E/9 is a site which conforms, in locational
terms, to the spatial strategy and allocations within the SCLP. This does not
include sites, such as the appeal site, which have no development plan support
whatsoever. Policy E/9 does not therefore assist the appellant at all.”®

101. The proposed development is in serious conflict with the strategy of the
SCLP in terms of meeting and planning to exceed the need for new
employment floorspace over the plan period, and in terms of planning for the
delivery of floorspace in a flexible and forward-looking manner. The appeal site
is unallocated and outside any location on which employment development is
supported by the development plan. The proposed development conflicts with
multiple policies of the SCLP and, as such, gives rise to a clear conflict with the
development plan as a whole. As a result, and in accordance with the relevant
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statutory requirement, a presumption against the grant of outline planning
permission arises.

102. The proposed development does not accord with an up to date
development plan, so to grant outline planning permission would not amount to
sustainable development for the purposes of the Framework, and planning
permission should be refused.

Conditions and obligations

103. Conditions and a planning obligation are required in order to address
matters which are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms. Conditions are agreed except for concerns about limiting occupiers to
those within the AgriTech sector, and a review of the site wide sustainability
strategy. It is common ground that that which is provided for within the
obligation is necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms,
and otherwise meets regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations 2010.

104. The appellant has advanced its proposals as being necessary to meet the
needs of the AgriTech sector. It seeks planning permission on that basis and, if
its case in that respect is accepted, it follows that a control must be secured
through the planning permission which limits future occupiers to those within
the AgriTech sector. This much is common ground, but the difficulty which
arises concerns how that control is to be expressed. In large measure this
difficulty arises as a result of the lack of clarity on the part of the appellant as
to what it means by “AgriTech” in the context of the appeal proposal and how it
envisages the appeal site being populated.

105. The appellant has offered multiple definitions of “"AgriTech” as it applies to
the appeal proposals. In terms of conditions, three alternatives seem to be at
large (Conditions 12a, b and c). None of these is sufficiently precise so as to
be effective, nor indeed do they reflect the basis on which the appellant has
advanced its proposals.

106. If planning permission is granted, SCDC considers that the only precise
and effective means of control would be for any future occupiers to
demonstrate to SCDC'’s satisfaction a need to locate on the appeal site, either
by reason of an operational need to be located adjacent to fields in agricultural
use or by reason of the need to be located together with other existing
occupants. Thus, it is submitted, a condition in the form of suggested condition
12d should be imposed. Plainly, such an approach would require on-going
input from SCDC. However, if (contrary to the SCDC'’s case) the appellant’s
justification of the need for the proposal is accepted, demonstrating compliance
with the criteria within draft condition 12d should not be onerous. Conditions
containing a substantively similar requirement for an occupier to demonstrate
need have been used elsewhere by SCDC, consistent with development plan
and national planning policy.”®

107. For the avoidance of doubt, it is submitted that to seek to incorporate a
condition in the form of condition 12a, b or ¢ within condition 12d would not be
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appropriate given that, by doing so, the same lack of precision and
enforceability referred to in respect of condition 12a, b and c alone would
necessarily arise.

108. The appellant resists as unreasonable any review of the site-wide
Sustainability Strategy and targets in the event of the adoption of a new
development plan. The development would be built-out over a period of up to
15 years, and it is likely that development plan policies (and indeed national
planning policy) concerning sustainability targets, including the reduction of
CO; emissions, will evolve and be modified during that period. Condition 54
seeks to achieve a review of the site-wide Sustainability Strategy and targets in
the event of the adoption of a new local plan. Such an approach is not
unreasonable given the long implementation. It would be necessary to ensure
that the proposed development achieves its stated intention to be an exemplar
of sustainability.®® Any unacceptable implication to the development as a result
of new policies, e.g. to scheme viability, would be capable of being addressed
through the condition, and in particular through the entitlement to offer a
justification as to why a revised Strategy and targets are not intended to be
introduced.

Conclusions

1009. For the reasons given, the Secretary of State is invited to refuse outline
planning permission and to dismiss the appeal.

The case for interested persons opposing the scheme

The following persons appeared at the Inquiry objecting to the proposed
development, and a summary of their submissions is included below.

110. Professor Brown (Hinxton Parish Council) 8! reiterated the Parish Council’s
written objections to the proposal, highlighting that the proposed business park
would cover an area much the same as that of Hinxton village in open country
fields. It would be deeply damaging to the landscape and environment of the
village. Associated traffic would have a crippling impact on the economic life of
the village. There is no justification for such a business park, with no relevant
scientific expertise or substantial future tenants associated with its marketing
aspiration of agricultural technology. The claim that alternative sites received
detailed consideration is implausible. Hinxton has no principled opposition to
employment growth and supported the Wellcome Genome Campus, but the
appeal scheme is misdescribed and misplaced with wholly inadequate
mitigation.

111. Clir Peter McDonald (SCDC) 8 gave a local view with a perspective on
agri-tech from working in the industry. Concerns were raised about the
integration of the proposed development with key agri-tech players such as
Rothamsted Research, NIAB, Ceres and large multinational companies. The
companies that have indicated an interest in the proposal have limited synergy
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with others. Other areas such as the Elveden Estate between Cambridge and
Norwich with proximity to the University of East Anglia and the John Innes
Centre should be preferred. UK economic arguments for agri-tech are strong
but this scheme has no involvement from Defra, Natural England (NE), or
Cambridge University Faculty of Plant Sciences.

112. There would be no synergy with the Genome Campus, Babraham Campus
or Granta Park, which focus on human health. The scheme predicts 4,000 jobs
but long-established facilities such as NIAB, Rothamsted and Jon Innes only
employ, respectively, about 200, 400 and 300 employees. The Genome
Campus employs 1,500 scientists, is fully integrated into UK biomedical
research programmes, and is managed by a Trust with full scientific
governance. Whereas the appeal scheme would be managed by a commercial
organisation with no scientific governance.

113. Rupert Kirby 83 is a local resident opposed to the scheme on highway
grounds. He elaborated on his written submission concerning three main
issues. The baseline data does not reflect the reality of existing traffic
conditions. The main impact of the proposal would be on McDonalds
roundabout. The appellant’s survey of queues on a single day is a gross
underestimate of the actual situation, as shown by data submitted by Hinxton
Parish Council from January 2018 and May 2019. Congestion results in rat-
running through local villages, which is demonstrated by Googlemaps routes.
The aim to limit commuting by car to 50% of staff is over-ambitious in this
rural location. Census data indicates that this is currently 79%.
Notwithstanding that the appellant’s assessment was modelled on “"Business as
Usual”, public transport does not justify the proposed modal split. The
Wellcome Trust staff use a number of free bus routes, and so 55% commute by
car. This is markedly different to what is proposed in the appeal scheme. Even
if staff of the proposed development used the shuttle from Whittlesford
Parkway they would have to transfer to trains or a normal bus service. The
proposed travel plan is far too ambitious for this location.

114. The modal split assumptions are allied with restricted parking provision.
The proposed 0.5 spaces per employee would be equivalent to 1 space per
58 m? of floorspace, which would be very low in relation to comparative
business parks. This would put the proposal at a significant disadvantage in
terms of attracting tenants and finance, except for very low employment
density occupiers. It would also result in ‘fly parking” around the site in
Hinxton, Duxford and in laybys on the A505 and A1301, with parking controls
needed over a wide area.

115. Clir Peter Topping 8t is district councillor for Whittlesford Ward and county
councillor for Duxford Division. The proposal was unanimously opposed by
Members of the Planning Committee. The proposal is outwith the SCLP, with
wider economic interests for the area, or nationally, that would outweigh this
objection. The proposal is not in the right place to support the relevant engine
for growth in Cambridgeshire/Peterborough. The economic growth in and
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around South Cambridgeshire is largely driven by knowledge-based research
companies taking as their basis work done by the University in a spin-off effect.

116. Agriculturally based research is not opposed per se, but a location further
to the north-east should be preferred. KWS seed development company is at
Thriplow and the National Cereals Exhibition takes place at nearby Chrishall.

117. The highway improvements now agreed with CCC are welcomed, but
concerns remain about the ability of the roads to cope with the possible influx
of some 4,000 people, even though some may travel onwards from
Whittlesford railway station by bicycle.

118. John F Williams 8 is a resident of Ickleton village who previously worked
in the agricultural chemical industry and is concerned about the need for the
proposal and traffic infrastructure. The normal definition of ‘agri-tech’ business
is that which involves research or development activities associated with
technical advances in agricultural production, with most involving field trials.
However, other aspects of AgriTech involving research stages for new crop
varieties, chemical and machinery/electronic development do not require fields.
The appellant’s intention is for a general business or science park and so should
be rejected out of hand because it does not require agricultural land and is not
an appropriate use for productive agricultural land. Agricultural land is
precious and increasingly so will be needed for food production.

119. Problems of traffic congestion have been acknowledged by the appellant
and improvements in infrastructure are proposed. However, congestion on the
A505 has been going on for years with rat-running through villages.
Improvement are sorely needed, but this does not justify the proposed
development.

120. The whole of the area to the southern side of Cambridge is how subject to
massive proposals for development, leading to suburbanisation of what has
been an area of farmland and rural villages. The ‘overheating’ of the
Cambridge region is very unsettling for people. The proposal should be
rejected to preserve at least some of what little countryside may be left.

121. Cllr Aureole Wragg (Pampisford Parish Council) 8 opposes the proposed
development on a green field site and on good agricultural land. The area is
not designated for development in the SCLP and no mitigation measures would
mitigate the loss of this land. An incursion into the Green Belt for the bus/cycle
interchange should not have been considered. This part of South
Cambridgeshire is an area of almost full employment, so 4,000 more jobs are
not required.

122. Pampisford village is on higher ground and so suffers from noise from the
A505. For long periods of the day there is stationary traffic through the whole
parish from the A11 junction to the roundabout on the A1301, as well as from
the direction of the railway station. This results in rat-running through local
villages, particularly at peak times. None of the suggested road improvements
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would alleviate the situation because of the increased traffic movements that
would result from the appeal scheme.

123. Cllr Sian Wombwell (Ickleton Parish Council) 8 maintained the parish
council’s objection because the proposal would have severe and irredeemable
adverse impacts on important open countryside in the locality, lead to a loss of
valuable farmland, and increase traffic rat-running primarily via Ickleton and
Duxford, but also Hinxton. The site is not allocated in the SCLP and the plan
operates to protect the open arable fields and valued chalk landscape. The
proposed mitigation by an earth bund is flawed because the bund would not
entirely screen views of the buildings, and would itself have a severe and
permanent impact on the open landscape.

124. The context of the listed Hinxton Grange would be lost, as would BMV
agricultural land. The land is currently used to grow high value crops. The
business case for the scheme is weak. There is no nexus of expertise or track
record in AgriTech, with no partnership with or actual commitment from any
plausible party engaged in AgriTech in putting forward the proposals. The use
classifications sought by the appellant do not indicate anything other than a
general business park, with the focus on commercialisation. There is currently
ample provision of office, laboratory and associated commercial space on
existing developments. There is no collaboration with Cambridge University
regarding the CERES project, a research initiative involving agriculture, life
science and existing AgriTech industries backed by Government funding. The
appeal site is geographically distant from existing AgriTech concerns in the East
of England.

125. Ickleton residents are most concerned about the implication for traffic,
with the village experiencing around 4,000 vehicle movements each working
day, the bulk of which are not generated by the 300 homes in the settlement.
Most are displaced from congestion on the A505 and A1301. Little attempt has
been made to study this rat-running, and the proposed mitigation measures
are not believed.

126. The Wellcome Trust entered into a legal agreement when it owned the
appeal site agreeing not to develop the site unless it was included in a Local
Plan, without the agreement of SCDC, or under a Development Order, or in
accordance with planning permission granted by SCDC. At the time local
communities believed that the land subject to the agreement had been
safeguarded as agricultural land in perpetuity.

127. Tony Orgee 8 maintained his objection to the proposal and addressed the
FEI. With respect to the additional traffic modelling and revisions to the
mitigation he raised two issues; the failure to deal with flows between
junctions, and traffic movements at the entrance to the appeal site. The
proposed mitigation would increase the capacity of a number of junctions, but
in parts the A505 becomes one lane where backing up would result that would
clog junctions. The mitigation includes traffic signals at certain junctions. But
local examples of signalled junctions, such as the A1307, do not give cause for
confidence. The appellant’s assessment indicates that 1,156 cars would arrive
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on site in the am peak hour, with 1,029 leaving in the pm peak hour. Backing
up currently occurs at the single entrance to Granta Park, where there are only
about 2,800 employees.

128. The additional viewpoints may not represent the enclosed feeling created
by the bund for those walking, cycling or driving along the A1301. The
restricted views would be a complete change from the present long distance
views typical of this area of South Cambridgeshire. Irrespective of the
ecological consequences of the proposal, the loss of high quality agricultural
land, when there is an need to reduce food air miles and to live more
sustainably, would be a retrograde step. The appeal site should be developed
only when all other possible potential sites have been exhaustively researched
and found to be less appropriate. Such a proposal should have been put
forward for consideration in the local plan process, where, if a need was
established, consultation could have taken place on a district-wide basis.

129. Dr Peter James (CPRE) & raised eight objections to the proposal. The site
is in open countryside, is unallocated in the SCLP and would be contrary to
SCLP Policy S/7. The proposal should have been raised as part of the local plan
process and examined in the context of the district as a whole. SCLP Policy
S/11 designated Hinxton as an infill village, which would only provide for a
limited number of new dwellings. This is in stark contrast to the scale of the
appeal scheme.

130. CPRE normally supports provisions for public transport, but does not
believe it necessary to use 7 ha of Green Belt land in this case. The scale of
the proposed development would itself have a negative impact upon the nearby
Green Belt. The Cambridge Green Belt is small, narrow and highly vulnerable
to any adverse impact. It is gradually being eaten away by development and
may soon be difficult to recognise, which by then will be too late because the
surroundings and character of Cambridge will have changed forever.
Cambridge is an academic jewel in the national economy, whose future is
increasingly threatened by over-development due to the thriving local
economy.

131. Modern farming practices can result in large areas of intensive cultivation
which are low in biodiversity. But this can be countered by providing wildlife
friendly features, whereas improvements to landscape and biodiversity are not
going to be achieved by erecting large buildings in the countryside and adding
some park-like features. The undulating rural landscape around Hinxton is
worthy of protection and should not be urbanised by a large cluster of
buildings. CPRE is concerned about the loss of habitat, particularly for
overwintering birds. The proposed mitigation measures would not be effective
compensation.

132. BMV agricultural land is a national resource and its protection is becoming
more important for a nation which imports nearly 60% of its food supply. Of
the 40% of food grown in this country some 60% comes from the fens, which
are now at high risk of permanent flooding due to climate change. Everything
possible must be done to protect BMV agricultural land that is located on higher
ground.
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133. Despite the laudable intention to increase the use of trains, buses and
cycles, the scheme would inevitably generate many car journeys that would
affect local roads. This should not be considered as incremental change in
isolation from other proposed development in the locality.

134. Light emitted from the proposed buildings and car parks would add to
light pollution in this rural landscape, adding to the urbanisation of the
landscape on the edge of the Green Belt. This would adversely affect wildlife
and appreciation of the night sky.

135. There is concern that development of this scale would further increase
flood risk locally and downstream in the River Cam, where other major
development is planned.

136. This is a speculative development. None of those who have written in
support of the proposal has clearly identified why this site is so significant and
why alternative locations, such as Chesterford Research Park, or the new
innovation centre at Soham, would not fit their needs. The primary objective of
the scheme is to create opportunities for further development in the future.
Calling this an AgriTech park is just a convenient cover story.

The case for the appellant

The following summary of the appellant’s case broadly follows its closing
submissions to the Inquiry, with additional reference where necessary to the
evidence adduced.®®

Introduction

137. The application is for a major development on a site that is not allocated
for such development in the SCLP. But the SCLP allows for development of
clusters to take place in appropriate circumstances. SCDC's refusal fails to
recognhise the power and importance of the policy drive to support the AgriTech
sector that is clearly established at national and sub-regional levels. The SCLP
does not mention the AgriTech sector. Yet it is of huge significance to the
future of not only the sub-regional economy, but also to the UK’s ability to
compete effectively across the globe in this fast-growing sector. There are
already a significant number of businesses and other organisations operating in
the sector in the Cambridge area, and there is a real opportunity to build on
these through the appeal development.®!

The development

138. The AgriTech park would be the UK’s first large-scale campus style
development purpose-built to accommodate the needs of the fast-growing UK
AgriTech sector.®? It would assist in the achievement of a number of key, high-

%0 ID1 and ID69.
91 ID32. There is agreement that “there are multiple departments at the University of

Cambridge and many university related partnerships that undertake AgriTech research and
other related activities”.
92 APP8.3 Appendix K paragraph K2.1.
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level policy objectives that seek to place the UK in the forefront of the
advances in agricultural technology that are needed to address effectively the
twin global challenges of alleviating hunger and radically improving the
sustainability of agricultural practices.

139. It would not be purely a research and development campus. Research is
the basic science; development is using this to do something; innovation is the
process of proving that the “something” works. Commercialisation is the
successful production, marketing, sale and servicing of a range of things,
including for example physical products, services or computer-related or other
applications. The emphasis here would be on the commercialisation process.

140. Draft Condition 10 sets out the amount of permitted floorspace within
each Use Class. Draft Condition 12a sets out the appellant’s preferred version
of the condition, which both parties agree would be necessary, that would
restrict the use of the permitted floorspace to AgriTech purposes. This sets out
the appellant’s definition of AgriTech with clarity and certainty about the
purpose and nature of the development and of the businesses and other
organisations that would occupy the site.

Landscape and visual impacts

141. The original ES assessed the scheme’s landscape impacts by reference to
four character areas (L1-L4).°2 SCDC asked the appellant to consider
introducing further character sub-areas, which resulted in the ES Addendum
adding two character areas.®* The landscape to the south of the A505 shares
some of the characteristics to the north of the road. Viewpoint 6 in the ES
Addendum shows common characteristics of the Granta Valley to both sides of
the road.®> But in any event, this is a non-point because the appellant’s
conclusions have not materially changed in the light of the additional
assessment.’® The respective positions of the landscape experts, both in
landscape impact and visual impact, are set out in the table at ID40.

142. SCDC failed to take into account any of the planting that would be in
place on completion.®” The key difference between the experts relates to the
development’s impact in year 15. But SCDC has not in fact carried out a visual
impact assessment at year 15.°® Furthermore, SCDC wrongly increased its
assessment of landscape sensitivity by reference to the fact that the application
is in outline.®® SCDC also wrongly ignored the secondary mitigation measures
identified in the ES.199 Taking the secondary mitigation into account in addition
to the primary mitigation shown on the parameter plans does not amount to
“double counting”.’°* The methodology is entirely in accordance with

98 CD2.4 paragraph 9.45 and Figure 9.10 (on which L1 is the site, L2 is the South East Clay
Hills, L3 is the Chalklands, and L4 is the River Valley Landscapes. CD2.4 pp 9-14 to 9-18.
941D44. CD12.1 pp 9 and 10 (L5 and L6). CD12.1 Figure 9.10A. Plan at ID40 shows L1-L6.
% CD2.12.

% CD2.12 pp 9 and 10.

97 LPA3.3A Appendix 1 p 007 - “Day 1 - excluding proposed “soft” mitigation”.

9% | PA3.2 paragraph 9.18.

%9 | PA3.1 8.10.

100 CD2.2 p 9-28 paragraph 9.54; and APP5.2.

1011 PA3.1 p 55 paragraph 8.58.
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GLVIA3.102 SCDC considers that 15 years of mitigation would have no material
effect in terms of either the scheme’s landscape impact or its visual impact.

143. The appellant’s analysis is carried out on a worst-case scenario in terms
of building heights - i.e. on the assumption that the land profile would be
maximised across the site (this could not happen in the real world as the cut
and fill balance would not be achieved).!%3 It also assumes that the buildings
would all be built to their maximum heights (excluding point features). The
assessment is therefore extremely robust.

144, Finally, with regard to cumulative impact, it is common ground between
the parties that there is no need for the cumulative impact of any as yet
unconsented schemes to be taken into account. If the position changes after
the close of the Inquiry, e.g. if the Wellcome application is consented, it may
be necessary for the parties to make further representations on this issue.

Heritage impacts

145. The most important elements of the setting to the significance of Hinxton
Grange are the garden and the parkland. These comprise its immediate
setting, with the agricultural fields beyond forming its wider setting. The
garden and parkland would not contain any built development and would be
the subject of restoration proposals. The Tree Report identifies which existing
trees are dead, dying or dangerous and which are therefore appropriate for
removal.'%* The proposed parkland restoration would be based on the historic
map from 1886.1%> The orientation of the house, neither as proposed nor as
built, provided a view down the avenue. As originally built, there were groups
of trees that would have filtered the axial, or principal designed, view from the
house through the garden and parkland and across the agricultural land
beyond. Views from the house to the west would not therefore have been as
open and relatively uninterrupted as they are now.!%

146. It is also proposed to strengthen the existing hedgerow/woodland
planting around the edge of the parkland, on its southern and western sides.
Gaps would remain, including one for the proposed path from the south and
another on the line of the axial view, beyond which it is proposed to create a
square, with buildings beyond which would be orientated not across but along
the axis.!®” The more open nature of the boundary of the parkland in its
original layout would become more enclosed, significantly mitigating over time
the impacts of the built elements of the development on the setting of the
Grange.

147. The avenue is also part of the historic setting of the Grange and
contributes to its significance. This is presently available for use by vehicles,
and whilst it appears not to be much used at present this could change. Under
the proposals it would be available for use (other than crossing it) by

102 CD9.4 p 57 paragraph 4.2.1. CD2.2 pp 9-11 to 9-31.

103 1 PA3.3A Appendix 2.

104 |D42. CD2.13 Plan 6. LPA4.2 paragraph 7.7.

105 APP6.3 Figure 5 and Figure 3 LPA4.2 Figure 9.

106 APP6.3 Appendix 4 plate 2.

107 APP8.3 Appendix H. CD2.3 pp 64-65 Figures 41 and 42.
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pedestrians and cyclists only. The view from the western end of the avenue to
the north, towards the tower of Pampisford church would be unaffected by the
development because the land immediately to the north of the avenue is
proposed as a wetland area. The view at the western end of the avenue to the
south, towards Hinxton church tower and spire, would be interrupted by the
proposed bunding and planting on top. The buildings on both sides of the
avenue are proposed to be set back from it. On the south side, there would be
a minimum 50 m wide buffer, with “small scale buildings aligned
perpendicularly to the avenue” and “large areas of linear open space
permeating through built development”.108

148. Such glimpses as there are of the Grange from the avenue before it
reaches the parkland would not be interrupted by the proposed buildings.%®
The sense that the drive leads to and serves the house, rather than the
development, would be retained. The proposed use of the parkland and
avenue by the public would not cause any harm to heritage assets or their
settings and would enhance the ability to appreciate those assets because more
people would be able to see, experience and enjoy them.

149. The access to the northern cluster of development would cross the
avenue in the location where a track currently crosses it, and at a point
therefore where there is already a gap in the line of trees bordering the
avenue. A few trees in this vicinity that are dead, dying or dangerous would be
removed, and additional planting is also proposed in that vicinity. Assuming a
pro rata distribution of car parking between the development clusters according
to floorspace, the amount of traffic crossing into the northern cluster would be
around one vehicle a minute on average in the morning and evening peaks,
and about half that over a 12-hour day. It would however be possible to locate
all or some of the parking that would serve that cluster to the south of the
avenue, other than spaces for delivery vehicles and for disabled drivers, thus
reducing the amount of traffic using the crossover.!1°

150. The significance of the Stable and Coach House lies in its relationship to
the Grange, with which it has group value and to which it was designed to be
subservient. The parkland and agricultural fields form part of the setting of the
Stable and Coach House only in functional but not in visual terms. The building
is not, and would not have been designed to be, readily discernible from
outside its immediate courtyard.!!! The impact of the development would
occur principally as a result of its impact on the setting of the Grange. The
impact is agreed to be less than substantial, in the appellant’s submission at
the lower end of the range.

151. The significance of the undesignated pillbox lies in its role as part of the
GHQ line that ran from the mouth of the Avon near Bristol, round London and

108 CD2.3 p 79 Figure 51. However, it was clarified after the site visit at ID68 that the
Landscape and open space parameter plan shows informal open space including planting
extending between 33 m to 37 m to the south of the centre line of the avenue.

109 APP6.3 Appendix 4 Plate 6 and LPA4.2 Figures 20 and 25 (views 3 and 8).

110 Suggested Condition 37 includes “A review of parking to the north of the avenue” in the
Design Guide.

111 APP6.3 Appendix 3 Figures 2 and 4; Appendix 4 plates 3 and 4.
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up via the Wash to Middlesbrough.'!? It seems likely that, being positioned
alongside the track to Hinxton Grange, which was used as a military
headquarters during WWII, it was intended to assist in the defence of the
Grange itself. There is no evidence of a searchlight battery having been sited
adjacent to the pillbox, but if this was so the proposed development would not
undermine the ability to appreciate its role as part of the GHQ line, and in
particular in protecting the Grange and the activities inside it. There is no
evidence to suggest that the pillbox had any significant role in terms of defence
of the river or, even less, Duxford airfield, which would have had its own
defences.

152. The significance of Hinxton conservation area lies principally in the fabric
of its buildings and the intervening spaces.!!3 The village is surrounded by
agricultural land and includes man-made features such as major roads and
other infrastructure. The appeal site thus forms a small part of its setting. The
proposed development would be visible from some places within the village,
but the closest building would be around 0.5 km from the closest point of the
conservation area. The harm to the significance of the conservation area as a
result of the effect on its setting would be at the lower end of less than
substantial.

153. The Parish Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist lies some 800 m
from the nearest of the proposed buildings. The appeal site lies within the
wider setting of the Church, which in physical terms has broadly the same
characteristics as the setting of the conservation area. The photograph from
the top of the Church tower sheds very little light on the extent of the setting
of the Church and the role that the appeal site plays in this.''* The photo
shows only a small part of the view, which is in any event not publicly
accessible. The Church tower has a landmark function the setting of which
would be affected by the proposed development, but its principal significance,
which lies in its historic fabric and its status, would not be affected. The impact
on the significance of the Church is therefore at the lower end of less than
substantial.

154. It is necessary, in EIA terms, to assess the likely impacts of the
development on a worst-case basis having regard to the submitted parameter
plans. But the building blocks that are shown on those plans do not represent
how in fact the development would appear in reality. For this purpose, regard
should be had to the illustrative masterplan, which shows buildings set in an
attractive and spacious parkland context with plenty of open space and a
permeable development edge.!!>

155. In the case of all of the designated assets, it is agreed that the harm that
the development would cause is indirect (that is, to the settings of the assets
and not to the assets themselves), and the harm to the significance of the
assets would be “less than substantial” in the language of Framework
paragraph 196. In relation to the undesignated assets, it is agreed that there

112 APP6.3 Map 7.

113 APP6.2 paragraph 5.25.

114 | PA4.2 Figure 31 view 14.

115 CD2.3 p 83 Figure 53; p 80 text and Figure 52.
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would be some harm to the setting of the parkland, and that there would be
some direct benefits as a result of the parkland restoration proposals (though
the degree of benefit is in dispute). The appellant’s position is that there would
be no harm to the setting of the pillbox. Historic England have no objection to
the proposed development.!1®

156. If, giving particular weight to the less than substantial harm that the
development would cause to the settings of the designated heritage assets, and
giving weight also to the limited harm that would be caused to the setting of
the parkland, it is decided that the public benefits would outweigh that harm,
then there would be no conflict with Framework or SCLP policy, and planning
permission could be granted accordingly.

Green Belt

157. The proposed works in the Green Belt would have an overall footprint of
1.865 ha. These would comprise 1.01 ha hardstanding (including the
interchange), an earth bank (0.375 ha) and soft landscaping (0.48 ha).!'” In
spatial terms, therefore, they would be very limited in extent. Bus shelters and
secure cycle parking would be small and very limited in their visual impact. A
correct analysis of Framework paragraph 146 must start from the premise that
the category in question can be ‘appropriate’ development in the Green Belt.!1®
Some degree of impact on openness and/or Green Belt purposes does not
mean that it is, as a result of this, necessarily inappropriate. This is a matter
of judgement for the decision-maker.!*°

158. The Green Belt works comprise transport infrastructure that would serve
local needs, of both those working at and visiting the proposed development,
along with local people walking/cycling in the area or who arrive at or depart
from Whittlesford Parkway Station and would find it convenient to use the new
facilities. The works would therefore promote sustainable transport in the local
area, both to and from the development and more generally, in accordance
with important objectives in Framework paragraphs 102(c), 108(a) and 110(a).

159. The type of works proposed are commonly encountered in the Green Belt.
They would lie close to existing highways infrastructure along the A1301 to the
west of the McDonalds roundabout. In the M1 junction 10A decision the
Secretary of State agreed that the scheme comprised local transport
infrastructure that required a Green Belt location, on the basis that the
“scheme’s objectives are all local and the improvements must be undertaken at
and around the existing junction which lies in the Green Belt”.*2° In the
Cobham MSA decision, which concerned a proposal to add 79 HGV parking
spaces to the existing MSA, the Inspector found that, whilst many HGVs using
the MSA would be on longer than local journeys, there was nevertheless a need
for HGV parking in the local area, and that this would “need to be local to the
motorway”. The Berry Hill decision concerned a proposal to construct a new
access track and Bailey bridge to serve a sewage treatment works in the Green

116 APP6.3 Appendix 2.

117.1D54; APP7.3 Appendix F. CD12.2 Figure 9.45b indicates illustrative design for bridge.
18 Fyropa Oil and Gas Ltd v SSCLG [2014] 1 P&CR 3 (at paras 64 and 65).

19 1D72.

120 ID63 DL10; ID60 DLS.
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Belt. The parties had agreed that the development constituted “local transport
infrastructure requiring a Green Belt location and involved engineering
works”.*2t The bridge was found to be not inappropriate development as it
would not have compromised the openness or permanence of the Green Belt or
any of the purposes of including land within it.122

160. In the Ouchthorpe Lane decision, the Inspector found that a proposed
access road in the Green Belt, designed to serve a proposed development of 68
dwellings not in the Green Belt, was found not to be local transport
infrastructure as the Government’s intentions indicated by the Impact
Assessment for the NPPF.123 This Assessment referred to local infrastructure
schemes that could be beneficial to communities in the Green Belt including for
example, infrastructure to support more public transport, such as opening new
routes, providing bus shelters and small public transport interchanges. This is
apposite to the sustainable transport measures proposed by the appeal
scheme, including those elements that would be sited in the Green Belt, since
they would be beneficial to local communities and would support public
transport by opening new routes.!?4

161. The Waterbeach appeal decision concerned the development of a private
car park to serve the appellant’s business. The Inspector thought that “local
transport infrastructure” meant “those physical assets which enable people and
goods to move about efficiently”, and also referred to “facilities necessary to
support communities and sustainable development through the movement and
circulation of people and goods by various transport modes”.'?> Again, the
sustainable transport measures proposed in the Green Belt for the AgriTech
scheme fully meet that Inspector’s interpretation of what local transport
infrastructure comprises.

162. The Green Belt works are an essential element of the proposed
sustainable transport strategy, and there is no alternative location for them
outside the Green Belt. Therefore, if it is decided to grant planning permission
for the AgriTech Park, it must follow that a “a requirement” for the Green Belt
works to take place in “a Green Belt location” has been demonstrated.!?®

163. The pedestrian/cycle/equestrian bridge, the northern end of which would
lie in the Green Belt, would be provided in any event. However, it has been
agreed that a contribution in lieu of the bus/cycle interchange and its access
may be made in the event that the CCC requests it.!?” That eventuality would
be likely to arise if a satisfactory and acceptable scheme emerges from the
Whittlesford Parkway Station Masterplan Stage 2 Report, which the parties
agree would also enable the objectives of the sustainable transport strategy for

121 1D62 DL10.

122 1D63 DL18.

123 1D59 DL10.

124 CD2.4.10 Plans 11 and 12 shuttle bus and diversion of the Citi7 service into site and also
into Pampisford.

125 | PA1.3 Appendix PJ1 DLS.

126 1D24.

127 5106 agreement Schedule 1 paragraph 7.
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the development to be achieved.??® The Green Belt works are compatible with
a number of elements of the Station Masterplan proposals. They would also be
“engineering operations” for the purposes of Framework paragraph 146(b).

164. The Framework envisages that certain types of development, for example
engineering operations, local transport infrastructure, and development
proposed under a Neighbourhood Development Order (NDO) of a sufficient
scale to require planning permission can in principle be brought forward without
harming the openness of the Green Belt. By way of example, the impact
assessment for the NPPF envisaged schemes of up to 10 houses coming
forward under NDOs without impacting on the openness of the Green Belt.1?°
That puts the present case very much in context.

165. Individually and cumulatively the components of the Green Belt works
would be small scale and low key. The bridge would be elegant, with SCDC
being able to secure a high quality design through reserved matters
approval.’3® The bridge would be elevated at the point where it crosses the
Green Belt boundary.!3! This would allow views under the bridge, before it
joined the earth banking further west, with the multi-user surface then running
down along the earth banking and reaching grade a little over 100 m from the
interchange.!3? The remainder of the multi-user route, connecting the
interchange to the station and running north along the eastern side of the
A1301, would also be at grade. There would be some built structures
associated with the interchange, including bus shelters, bicycle storage/hire
facilities etc. which would be no more than would be expected on any small
transport interchange.!33

166. In assessing the impact that development would have on the openness of
the Green Belt it is necessary to take into account the ‘baseline’ situation,
including buildings and other structures in the vicinity, both inside and outside
the Green Belt. The proposed works would be seen in the context of existing
highways infrastructure (i.e. the roads, signs and lighting columns), the BP
filling station and the McDonalds restaurant. The remaining (majority) part of
the new bridge would also be apparent. All of this would serve to limit views of
the Green Belt works from viewpoints to the south and would serve as a
backdrop to the Green Belt works in views from the north. Additionally, the
Green Belt works would be sited at the very extremity of the Green Belt,
reducing their impact on the wider Green Belt still further. Both in spatial and
visual terms the Green Belt works would not harm the openness of the Green
Belt. It therefore meets the “preserve” test set out in Framework paragraph
146.

167. Building in the Green Belt does not necessarily result in encroachment
into the countryside. The Green Belt works would be small scale and low key,
with much comprising open space. They would also be seen as part of the

128 CD10.24.

129 ID59 p 61 paragraph (iii).

130 CD2.3 p 60; CD12.2 Figures 9.44-9.48; APP5.3 Appendix C.
131 APP7.3 Appendix J.

132 APP7.3 Appendix F.

133 ID59 p 61.
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168.

169.

170.

171.

existing transport infrastructure. The Green Belt works would not be seen as
development that encroaches into the countryside.

There is no evidence to suggest that the Green Belt works would
undermine the delivery of any derelict or other urban land. The Green Belt
works cannot be located anywhere else (and obviously not on any derelict or
other urban land), so building them could not sensibly be said to undermine the
prospects of any derelict or urban land being brought forward for development.

SCDC also contends that the scheme would conflict with a “local
purpose”, that is to "maintain and enhance the quality of [Cambridge’s]
setting”.3* This is inconsistent with SCDC'’s acceptance that the scheme would
not offend the equivalent criterion in the Framework paragraph 134(d), “to
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns”. But the site is

8 km from the edge of the city, with no intervisibility, and no suggestion that
there are any locations from where views of both the city and the site could be
obtained. The Green Belt works fall within Framework paragraph 146(c).

Should it be concluded, contrary to these submissions, that the
infrastructure works in the Green Belt comprise inappropriate development,
then the appellant submits alternatively that VSC exist that justify the grant of
planning permission.'*> The proposed Green Belt works would facilitate the
development and are necessary for it. On that assumption, the VSC lie in the
need for a bespoke AgriTech park in this location and the huge benefits that it
would bring in terms of meeting key policy objectives and enabling the UK
economy to compete effectively in this rapidly growing sector. Also relevant
are the public benefits that would arise from the sustainable transport strategy
and the net biodiversity gain.!3® They are, in other words, the material
planning considerations that weigh strongly in favour of granting planning
permission for the development.!3’

The Green Belt works would not be inappropriate development because
(a) they would comprise local transport infrastructure that can demonstrate a
need for a Green Belt location, (b) they would not harm the openness of the
Green Belt, and (c) they would not conflict with any of the purposes for which
land is included in the Green Belt.

Transport impacts

172.

All transport-related matters have been agreed between the appellant
and the two highway authorities following a rigorous and thorough assessment
which demonstrates that the impacts are acceptable. The wide-ranging
sustainable transport strategy can be delivered comprising a number of
elements, including the multi-user route from Whittlesford Parkway Station to
the main site, bus service improvements, and the implementation of a

134 | PA1.2 p 35 paragraph 7.60.

135 CD6.3 paragraph 144.

136 The Habitat Impact Assessment Calculator at ID41 for woodland, grassland, wetland and
other habitat including the built environment records a net score of +32.15 (derived from a

losses

score of 171.22 and gains score 203.37) with a hedgerow impact score of +9.94.

137 APP8.2 paragraphs 5.5.15 and 6.6.4-6.6.12.
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Framework Travel Plan, a Parking Management Plan and a Monitoring Plan,
along with sufficient cycle and car parking.!38

173. The target mode shares, whilst ambitious, are achievable and realistic,
and consistent with what is already being achieved locally at the Wellcome
site.’3° The proposed off-site highways works would accommodate, on a
Business as Usual (and therefore reasonable worst-case) basis, the traffic that
the development would generate, such that delays and queuing on the local
and strategic road network would reduce compared to the existing situation.
Using the target mode shares, there would be further improvements at these
junctions compared to the existing situation. Sensitivity tests show that, with
the Wellcome expansion and the North Uttlesford Garden Village (NUGV),
neither of which is yet committed, the proposed highway works would still
reduce delays compared to the baseline position at all the junctions
assessed. 40

174. All the proposed measures would be secured through appropriate and
agreed planning conditions and obligations.?*! The multiuser bridge and the
improvements to the McDonalds roundabout would be provided in any event,
but the planning obligations allow CCC to require a financial contribution to be
made in lieu of (a) the bus/cycle interchange and (b) the improvements to the
Hunts Road and Moorfield Road junctions.!#? If exercised, this option would
provide for up to 10,000 m? of floorspace to be occupied, at which point CCC
must commit either to undertaking those works or alternative works or
releasing the bonds, in which event the appellant would carry them out.
Thereafter, the works must be completed before any more than 25,000 m? of
floorspace could be occupied.

175. The Secretary of State will need to be satisfied, on the basis of CCC's
Compliance Statement, that the provisions relating to CCC’s ability to choose
whether to require the appellant to pay a contribution in lieu of undertaking the
works identified at (a) and (b) above - meet the requirements of regulation
122 of the CIL Regulations and Framework paragraph 56. On this, the
appellant makes no submissions either way, but if it is decided that they do not
meet those requirements, the obligations make provision for all of the works to
be completed before first occupation of the development.

176. Essex County Council seeks a contribution of £2.5 m to the cost of a
pedestrian and cycle bridge linking the appeal site to the proposed NUGV.!43
This should be given no weight because it lacks any justification whatsoever.
The NUGV is at an early stage and the link is not required in order to make the
AgriTech development acceptable. No justification is provided by reference to
any Essex policy or guidance relating to financial contributions that are required

138 APP7.2 paragraph 4.4.

139 CD2.4.10 p 54 Table 4.1: 50% vehicle driver, 10% vehicle passenger, 40% bus/rail,
7% cycle, 3% on foot APP7.2 section 6.

140 APP7.2 paragraphs 6.71-6.74 (including Tables 6.16-6.21).

141 Grampian conditions cover the works to form the site access roundabout junction with the
A1301; and the works to Junction 10 of the M11 and the A11/ A1307 junction.

142 5106 agreement Schedule 1 paragraphs 7 and 9.

143 1D18. The 10 June request for an education contribution has not been pursued.
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to be made before planning permission is granted, and the amount sought is
not justified by reference to any costings or other relevant material.
Nevertheless, the appellant recognises the desirability of a link between the
developments should NUGV proceed, and so would enable a link to be provided
from its land.1#*

177. The expert evidence submitted addresses all transport-related issues
raised by third parties.'*> The use of a single survey to establish baseline
conditions is nhormal practice and has never been questioned by either of the
highway authorities. The information provided by third parties about baseline
traffic conditions is inconsistent and unreliable, as the basis on which it has
been collected is unclear. The days appear to have been randomly selected,
and it is not known whether it was decided not to record data from the days on
which there was less traffic. There is journey time information for a single
whole week in May 2019 which shows a consistent pattern of some, but limited,
delays in the morning and evening peak hours compared to the free flow
journey time.'#¢ The delays recorded on 16 January 2019 were exceptional and
coincided with the closure of the M11.

178. The third party evidence fails to address the future situation with the
development and its associated transport measures (including the junction
improvements) in place, when assessment shows that delays would reduce at
all the junctions assessed. The mode share targets are realistic and
achievable, and so the development would be very unlikely to lead to increased
rat-running or off-site parking in local roads.*” These are matters which could,
if they arose, be effectively addressed through the Monitoring Plan.'#® It is lack
of junction, and not link, capacity that causes current congestion in peak hours.
The appeal proposals would improve junction capacity. The new site access
junction has been fully considered on an unrealistic worst-case basis, and it
would operate entirely satisfactorily.

179. In conclusion, the Framework provides that development should only be
prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable
impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road
network would be severe. The proposed development would not have any
adverse effect on highway safety, and the residual cumulative effects on the
local road network (including the M11), far from being severe, would in fact be
beneficial.

Agricultural land

180. The proposal would result in the loss of 33 ha of BMV agricultural land.
SCLP Policy NH/3 provides that planning permission will not be granted for
development which would lead to the irreversible loss of BMV agricultural land
unless sustainability considerations and the need for the development are
sufficient to override the need to protect the agricultural value of the land. The

144 5106 agreement Schedule 1 paragraph 11.

145 APP7.2 section 8; APP7.4 section 4; APP/7.5.

146 APP7.4 p 7 paragraph 4.16 and Table 4.1; the week is representative, not being a Bank
or school holiday week APP7.5 paragraph 2.8.

147 APP7.4 sections 3 and 4.

148 APP7.4 paragraph 4.5.
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policy does not require the development to be for the purposes of agriculture.
The very focus of this development is to improve agricultural productivity and
sustainability across the UK and internationally. If it achieved that purpose the
development would be compliant with SCLP Policy NH/3.

Economic impacts

181. It is highly significant that the SCLP does not mention the existence of an
AgriTech sector in the Cambridge area or the need to support it by making land
available for development. The first recognition of the existence of AgriTech as
a separate sector of the UK economy was in the Government’s UK July 2013
Strategy for Agricultural Technologies.'*® This noted that the full economic
potential of the sector was only just starting to be understood, and believed it
had major value to the UK and global agriculture and that the UK'’s
competitiveness in agriculture had been in decline for a number of years.

182. In September 2014 the Greater Cambridge Greater Peterborough
Enterprise Partnership published its Strategic Economic Plan, which under the
heading “Internationally Competitive/Nationally Significant” the Executive
Summary included “A leader in AgriTech, underpinned by the highest
concentration of best quality farmland in the UK”.1>° The Plan also noted that
innovation centres and science parks could provide supportive environments for
SMEs, and had a number of characteristics, including that physical clustering of
organisations made it efficient to deliver business support services in one
location. !

183. In 2015 the London Stansted Cambridge Corridor Sector (LSCC) Profile
“Agrifood” noted that Agrifood employment in the Corridor had grown by 26%
over the previous 4 years, that East Anglia contained some of the most
productive agricultural land in the UK, and that there were a number of world
class research institutions in the area. AgriTech East was the UK'’s first
business-led AgriTech cluster organisation, and included a summary of the UK
Strategy for Agricultural Technologies.'>? In July 2016, the LSCC Growth
Commission published its Findings and Recommendations, which noted that
London, Cambridge and the Corridor competed for international investment and
jobs that would otherwise go overseas, and included the ambition that by 2036
the Corridor would be “the leading technology region in Europe” and “the prime
location choice for tech and life sciences firms looking to locate in the UK”.153

184. None of these ambitions and objectives as they related to AgriTech found
their way into the SCLP. Subsequent documents were not considered during
the plan preparation process.!®* Not only are the needs of the AgriTech sector
not acknowledged, provided for or considered in the SCLP, but if (as SCDC
suggests) those needs can be met on existing and allocated sites, which the
appellant does not accept - then that is a happy coincidence and emphatically
not the result of any proper assessment of those needs and the taking of steps

149 CD7.2 p 14.

150 CD7.8.

151 CD7.8 pp 50-51.

152 CD7.9 sections 2 and 4.
153 CD7.10 pp 3 and 28.
154 1D20.
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to provide land to meet them. The SCLP is therefore not out of date so far as
provision for the AgriTech sector is concerned; rather, it has failed to make any
provision. In those circumstances, the development control system can, and
should, step in to ensure that the needs of the sector are properly met.

185. The appellant has set out a full explanation of the nature and importance
of the AgriTech sector and of the nature and scale of the global hunger and
sustainability challenges which it is helping to meet.!>> This also includes a
comprehensive account of the planning and economic policies which seek to
promote the AgriTech sector in the UK in order to restore the UK’s
competitiveness in agriculture.?*® The following highlights key elements of
policies that bear especially on the importance of the AgriTech sector to the UK,
but more specifically to Cambridgeshire.

(i) UK Industrial Strategy: “We will put the UK at the forefront of the
global move to high-efficiency agriculture”.>”
(i) Technology and Innovation Future: “Convergent technologies [in

food] have clear potential to improve productivity of UK farming and
its contribution to the economy”.1>8

(iii) East of England Science and Innovation Audit: four themes, of which
one is Agri-Tech; “the East of England innovation ecosystem is world-
leading, but it needs to continue to evolve rapidly - and it must be
empowered and resourced to do so”; recognition of benefits from co-
location and clustering and need to make “appropriate physical
provision ... to unlock a future growth dynamic”.t>°

(iv) CPIER Key Recommendation 3 that the Government “should adopt a
‘Cambridge or overseas’ mentality towards knowledge-intensive
business in this area”; under “Sector in Focus: AgriTech” reference to
AgriTech as “one of the four pillars for East of England for knowledge-
led growth”, this being a "Cambridge-based cluster” with the need to
“support new production clusters close to concentrations of
agricultural production”; “There is a real opportunity for the area to
become an international leader in this sphere, both in innovation and
application”.160

(v) Cambridge and Peterborough Local Industrial Strategy: under
AgriTech, “Our region is poised to become the UK capital of this
industry”.6* There is huge, untapped potential opportunities in the
Fens and across the area for growing and strengthening this sector
specialism, and by creating better connections with local clusters in
clean growth, advanced manufacturing, artificial intelligence and
machine learning. It aims to establish our position as the UK capital
of AgriTech, and states that AgriTech is one of the strategic growth

155 APP2.2 section 2.

156 APP2.2 section 3.

157.CD7.3 pp 47 and 75.

158 CD7.4 p 20.

159 CD7.5 pp 2, 8 and 9.

160 CD7.11 pp 11 and 57.

161 CD7.12a March 2019 draft. CD7.12b published July 2019.
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sectors which does not yet have central agglomerations which will be
a key ingredient in its future success.!6?

(vi) Partnering for Prosperity — A new deal for the Cambridge-Milton
Keynes-Oxford Arc refers to knowledge-intensive firms and
technology clusters which compete on the world stage to maximise
the economic potential of this arc and the contribution it makes to UK
output, trading accounts and tax revenues. The Government
response refers to the Arc being home to world-leading technology
clusters which influence and shape the innovation economy.!63
Government ambition for the Oxford-Cambridge Arc is to build upon
strengths in individual parts of the Arc, especially in science,
technology and high-value manufacturing, to transform the Arc as a
whole into a world-leading economic area and to broaden the
economic base of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, by expanding its
key industrial sector clusters and networks, and by improving the
long-term capacity for growth in Greater Cambridge.!%4

(vii) Growing the Bioeconomy: “Our vision is that in 2030 the UK is a
global leader in developing, manufacturing, using and exporting bio-
based solutions”; “The global market for agricultural biotechnology is
set to grow from £22 bn in 2016 to £40 bn by 2022".16>

(viii) Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority’s Assurance
Framework: “Agri-Tech is one of our strategic growth sectors
identified by the CPIER; our ambition is to use the Local Industrial
Strategy to step up our programme to ensure we are the ‘go to’
centre for UK Agri-Tech”,166

186. These, taken individually and together, represent a very powerful
statement, at the highest levels, of the importance to the UK economy of
building on the existing AgriTech sector in the Cambridge area. The
importance of taking action now to help achieve these policy aims can hardly
be overestimated. Yet the SCLP manifestly fails to make any positive provision
for AgriTech development. The SCLP does indicate that it “provides more
flexibility than recent past policies as part of delivering the objective to support
economic growth by maintaining South Cambridgeshire’s position as world
leader in research and technology based industries, research, and education by
continuing to support proposals that build on the successful employment
clusters”.1%” But in the light of this it is even more surprising, and
unsatisfactory, that this is not taken forward into specific provision for
AgriTech.

187. There is ample evidence which demonstrates that the AgriTech sector has
been experiencing high levels of growth, and that this is expected to continue,
both in the UK and worldwide. Agriculture is expected to be one of the fastest
growing sectors in adopting the Internet of Things, with an anticipated

162 CD7.12 pp 18-19 pp 35-36.

163 CD7.13 p 7, CD7.14 pp 1 and 2.
164 CD7.27 pp 7 and 23.

165 CD7.22 pp 13 and 52.

166 CD7.32 p 16 paragraph 3.3.23.
167 CD6.7A paragraph 8.5.
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compound annual growth rate of 22% between 2014 and 2024.1%® The
European AgriFood Tech Investing Report for 2018 (published in 2019) shows
that, since 2013, when the UK Strategy for AgriTech was published, annual
global venture capital investment in AgriTech has grown by 360%, and that
compared with 2017 upstream investment grew by 200%.1%° AgriTech is a
vibrant and rapidly growing sector which is attracting substantial new
commercial investment.

188. SCDC relies on BIS Research Paper No 284 “Agri-Tech Industrial
Strategy: Evaluation Scoping Study and Baseline”.'”? This was published in
July 2016, based on data collected in 2013 and 2014, which makes the
document somewhat dated. It does not represent Government policy, planning
or otherwise. In any event, its first objective was to provide an informed view
of how the sector might develop without the Strategy, so the document
therefore has no value as evidence of how the AgriTech sector may grow in line
with the objectives set out in the Strategy.

189. The appeal site is ideally placed to make a major contribution to meeting
these aims and objectives. It falls within all four of the strategic policy
designations where a very strong emphasis is placed on the need to sustain
and strengthen economic growth, including in the AgriTech sector.'’! It is
easily accessible to Stansted Airport, London and Cambridge, by road and by
rail. It is also geographically within the existing clusters of research/technology
and business parks that exist around Cambridge, and more particularly within
the southern bioscience cluster. The ‘Cambridge cluster’ may be taken very
broadly to include an area of about 20 miles around the city, but in terms of
the reality on the ground, and the commercial market, there are three distinct
clusters, each with a distinct character and function.!”?

190. There is clear empirical evidence of the importance of clustering to the
growth and success of knowledge-based businesses. SCDC's case seems to be
that AgriTech businesses have prospered in the Cambridge area in the absence
of a dedicated site. But this quite misses the point. The presence of a
significant number of AgriTech businesses and other organisations in the
Cambridge area is the result of the strong draw of the area, which derives from
a number of factors including its strategic location, the presence of Cambridge
University and of the bioscience and the electronics/digital/ICT clusters, and
the availability of venture capital funding and a nationally significant cluster of
business support services for high growth technology companies.

191. There is powerful and convincing expert evidence about the benefits of
clustering, and how this has been a key factor in achieving strong growth in
other sectors of the economy. A single large bespoke site for AgriTech is what
is required if policy ambitions are to be achieved. Furthermore, it cannot be
inferred from the existence of a number of AgriTech businesses in the
Cambridge area that they are all prospering as well as they might be had they

168 APP2.2 paragraph 2.2.6.

169 APP2.2 paragraphs 2.2.9-2.2.11; CD7.31.

170 | PA2.5 Appendix A.

171 APP8.3 Appendix D. ID22. CD7.13 p 21 Figure 1.
172 APP4.2 paragraphs 4.28-4.31.
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been able to enjoy the benefits of clustering on a single site. Not all of the
space that is currently occupied by AgriTech businesses is particularly well-
suited to use for that purpose.l’> The units that would be available in the
appeal development would, by contrast, be specifically designed for such
businesses. Support from existing businesses is very clear about the benefits
that the development would bring to the AgriTech sector, including access to
and collaboration with the AgriTech community that would establish itself
there.’4

192. The proposed incubator units would provide ideal space for AgriTech
start-up companies. These businesses would be able to grow into larger
premises within the development. There is no likelihood of as much as
3,000 m? of new incubator space being developed on one site in the future, and
certainly not one dedicated to AgriTech start-ups. The early provision of the
incubator space would therefore be particularly important because it would
enable start-up companies in the AgriTech sector to come into being and then
survive the challenges of the first few years of operation. Without a critical
mass of commercial space, a stand-alone incubator would not be financially
viable without public sector support.

193. A key aspect of clustering is the way in which co-location allows
businesses and other institutions that operate in the same sector to collaborate
and draw on each other’s knowledge and expertise. This is a very well-
established phenomenon and is something that is recognised and encouraged
by policy. Access to the best scientific talents as well as to complementary
skills offered by workers in allied fields such as computer sciences and
engineering is also critical. The proposed development would have all of these
attributes.'’>

194, There is no evidence that the presence of a “virtual cluster”, in the form
of various networking and other similar organisations, is any substitute for
physical proximity.'’® Indeed the evidence is clear that co-location is essential
if the beneficial effects of clustering are to be fully and properly realised. The
creation of a pool of specialised skills and labour resources creates clear
benefits for both employees and employers. Businesses benefit from the
sharing of information, knowledge and material inputs such as R&D outcomes,
infrastructure and specialised equipment and facilities. Close proximity of
businesses speeds up this process of “creative collisions”. Clustering around
universities and research institutes helps to deepen and accelerate the
development of new knowledge and scientific discovery. Clustering also means
that the commercialisation process is likely to be more effective. Thus, the co-
location of businesses and research activity in the AgriTech sector at a single
site would result in the sector being more competitive and successful in the
longer term compared to a dispersed model.

195. Absent a dedicated AgriTech site the future growth of AgriTech in the
Cambridge area would be significantly constrained, and it is likely that much of

173 D32 p 2.
174 CD4.1.
175 ID11,

176 [D33.
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the AgriTech-related business activity that would otherwise have taken place in
the Cambridge area would instead go to locations elsewhere in Europe, the USA
or the Far East.'”” The AgriTech park would be able to draw on the expertise
base in and around Cambridge.'”® AgriTech will move towards inter-disciplinary
solutions which require the combination of multiple technologies. It is
unsuitable for locations which only specialise in agri-science, but very suitable
for Cambridge which provides a wealth of enabling technologies including
engineering, ICT, data, physics, chemistry and environmental sciences as well
as plant and crop science.

196. A further advantage of the appeal site is that it would enable businesses
and other organisations based there to have access to agricultural land for crop
and seed trials and other activities that involve the trialling of new agricultural
methodologies, technologies and practices. For that purpose, at least 10 ha of
land would be set aside within the appeal site.!”® There is also other adjacent
and nearby agricultural land within the appellant’s ownership that has already
been used for crop trials on a substantial scale and could be used for that
purpose in connection with the proposed development.8°

197. Much of the trialling work for new technologies and techniques, rather
than “traditional” crop and seed trials, which are often undertaken on a large
scale, will not require large amounts of land and would be able to take place
within the appeal site. Not just on the 10 ha, but also on land that would be
available between the buildings. In many cases only small areas of land are
needed. But businesses along the supply chain need to work together for a
cluster to work effectively and access from benchtop to field scale land is
essential. For many trials (such as robotics) there is a need for the personnel
to be close to the workshops, as access to the trial plots is often required a
number of times each day. If parts of the AgriTech market are driven away
because of lack of field trial access, the whole cluster effect would inevitably be
devalued.

198. There are many examples of locations where agricultural research is
undertaken on land that is adjacent, or very close to, the organisation’s
premises. In the UK these include; NIAB '8!, Rothamsted Research in
Hertfordshire 82, Peatlands Science Park in Scotland 183, and Syngenta near
Bracknell 184, The appeal site was not suitable to accommodate NIAB’s
requirement for a new field trial station, but NIAB's letter of representation
makes it clear that “ideally the fields used for the trials should be nearby”.18>
The exemplar sites from abroad are also of key relevance because they

177 APP3.2 paragraphs 5.41, 5.69-5.78, and 6.17-6.20.

178 APP2.2 pp 48-53 section 4.4.

179 CD2.3 p 36 Figure 20.

180 ID16. CD2.2 (the blue land is other land within the appellant’s control).
181 ID47 and ID57.

182 1D 36.

183 APP2.2 paragraph 2.4.5.

184 APP2.2 paragraphs 2.4.6-2.4.7.
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demonstrate the success of large, inter-disciplinary clusters which draw on a
wide range of new agricultural technologies. '8¢

199. There is no alternative to the appeal site if the appeal development as
proposed is to be accommodated on a single site. If it is accepted that a single
site dedicated to AgriTech is what is required, that is an end of the matter. The
appellant undertook an alternative sites assessment which was updated for the
purposes of the appeal.'®” SCDC has criticised the 50 ha site size criterion, but
this is an appropriate basis for this exercise. In any case, SCDC has not
suggested any site that might be suitable and available for the appeal
development, either in South Cambridgeshire, the wider Cambridge area or the
search area that was chosen for the alternative sites assessment. Elveden has
been mentioned as a possible alternative location for the appeal development.
However, it lacks the appropriate infrastructure and is about 30 miles from
Cambridge, which is well outside the area of the Cambridge clusters.

200. SCDC considers that there is ample employment floorspace and land
(including allocated sites) on which the demand from AgriTech organisations
could be met. There is no substantial dispute about the quantum of available
floorspace and land.'8® The dispute is about whether that floorspace and land
is or would be suitable not merely to accommodate the demand for it, but also
to provide the right type of accommodation in the right environment so that
the policy ambitions for the AgriTech sector can be met.

201. Existing business parks are also unlikely to accept AgriTech occupiers on
a scale that would allow the benefits of co-location and collaboration to be
realised.'® At Cambourne Business Park the land to the south of the access
road that is now (largely) allocated for residential development has been
available for commercial development for over 20 years but has not been taken
up because of its poor location. What remains is unlikely to be attractive to
AgriTech operators.t®® At North East Cambridge the AAP is not due for
adoption until 2022, and there is an issue concerning the relocation of the
existing sewage treatment works that is not yet resolved.

202. Savills do not have a register of AgriTech occupier requirements because
they do not have a scheme to offer to the market. Nor are they aware of any
such requirements for the space that they are marketing in the southern and
northern clusters, either because they would not be likely to be welcome in
those locations or because the space is in any case not suitable for or attractive
to them. General requirements in these specialist sectors are rarely registered;
more typically prospective occupiers will register interest in a specific location
but only once this has planning permission.°!

203. Future tenants are not known at this stage because there would be a
10-15 year time horizon to develop the park fully and because of the speed at
which AgriTech is developing. Many of the technologies have not yet emerged

186 APP2.2 paragraph 2.4.4. APP2.3 Appendix 2. ID11.

187 CD2.5 section 5 Appendix D. APP8.3 Appendix J.

188 APP4.2 paragraphs 5.10-5.13 and 6.3, as updated by ID38.
189 APP4.2 paragraph 6.7.

190 plan attached to ID46.

191 APP4.2 paragraphs 6.9-6.11.
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or been commercialised. This has been true of the other business parks
developed in the past for the technology and life sciences sectors. Inward
investment, and new start-ups and spinouts not currently active in the UK,
would be attracted to the AgriTech park over time. Any attempt to base an
assessment of demand only on AgriTech businesses that are already in the area
is thus fundamentally flawed.

204. The quantified economic benefits of the development have not been
challenged.'®? This includes an assessment of displacement effects. The net
employment supported by the project (after completion) at regional level is
estimated at 4,887 jobs, with a GVA p.a. (at 2018 prices) of at least £278 m.1°3
SCDC questions this only on the basis that the floorspace proposed in the
development could be provided in a disaggregated manner across a humber of
sites elsewhere. The appellant fundamentally disagrees with this, and the
quantified benefits are real and significant weight should be attached to them.

205. The case for the development of a dedicated AgriTech park is therefore
very clear, and there is no prospect of the need being met other than on the
appeal site, which, with its distinct locational and other advantages, is ideally
placed to do this. The need already exists and should therefore be met as soon
as possible. There is no sound reason to delay the decision on whether the site
should be released until the Local Plan review. The need can be met at the
appeal site consistently with the development plan and with only limited
adverse impacts (on the landscape and on heritage assets). There is no
preferable alternative site on which the need could be met, and delay would
mean that inward investment would be lost, and the UK would fall further
behind in terms of its international competitiveness in agriculture and
AgriTech.!%4

Development plan

206. The proposed development complies with the development plan. As
such, the development should be permitted unless material considerations (i.e.
the factors that are relevant to the determination of the appeal other than the
development plan) indicate (i.e. justify) the appeal being determined other
than in accordance with the plan. The appellant’s position is that all the
material considerations before the Inquiry lend further support to the case for
planning permission to be granted.

207. If, contrary to the appellant’s case, the Secretary of State was to
conclude that the proposed development would not comply with the
development plan, the appellant’s position is that the same material
considerations would strongly justify the grant of permission other than in
accordance with the plan.

208. The proposed development would comply with the objective of Policy S/1
for South Cambridgeshire “to demonstrate impressive and sustainable
economic growth”; the objective of S/2(a) “to support economic growth by
supporting South Cambridgeshire’s position as a world leader in research and

192 AAP2.2 p 44 section 4.2. APP3.2 p 35-39 section 5.4.
193 APP3.2 p 39 Table 5.2.
194 APP8.2 paragraph 6.6.12.
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technology based industries, research, and education, and supporting the rural

economy”; and the objective of Policy S/5 to create 22,000 additional jobs over
the plan period “to support the Cambridge Cluster and provide a diverse range

of local jobs”.

2009. Furthermore, and importantly, the proposed development would accord
with Policy E/9. This policy supports development proposals in suitable
locations which “support the development of employment clusters, drawing on
the specialisms of Cambridge in a range of sectors listed in the policy as well as
“other locally driven clusters as they emerge”. AgriTech is not one of the
named sectors in the list. The supporting text states that Policy E/9
deliberately provides flexibility by supporting the development of new locally
driven clusters where they emerge. The policy has been carefully drafted to
refer to “suitable locations”. SCDC is wrong to contend that “suitable locations”
means “existing businesses located in the rural areas, established employment
areas, allocations and within development Frameworks”.?*> SCLP Policy S/7
allows development outside development Frameworks “which needs to be
located in the countryside”. Or, putting it another way, if SCDC’s argument
was right then Policy E/9, which is the very policy in the SCLP designed to
support clusters, would rule out clusters coming forward in the countryside
even if they could demonstrate a need to be there.

210. The problem with SCDC's interpretation and application of Policy E/9 in
the present case is that it flies in the face of the Framework and of the
approach that it says the SCLP takes. If SCDC's interpretation and approach
are right, then for AgriTech; (i) the SCLP would in fact have no flexibility to
respond to the rapid changes that have taken place both to policy and in terms
of the sector’s rate of growth; nor (ii) would the SCLP have made appropriate
provision for AgriTech to emerge and develop over the plan period. Plainly,
then, SCDC's reading of Policy E/9 is wrong. In this context “suitable” simply
and obviously means “suitable, taking into account all other relevant policies in
the plan”. For the reasons set out in the appellant’s evidence, the appeal site
is incontrovertibly a suitable location for the proposed development.

211. On this basis the proposed development would accord with Policy NH/8.
But even if (contrary to the appellant’s case) the Green Belt works would be
inappropriate development in the Green Belt the wider public benefits of the
overall scheme (i.e. the creation of a world-class AgriTech park with all the
economic, environmental and social benefits it would deliver) would clearly
constitute the VSC necessary to justify the grant of planning permission. On
either scenario the proposed development would therefore accord with local
and national Green Belt policy.

212. Similarly, with regard to the protection of heritage assets, it is common
ground that the proposed development would cause less than substantial harm
to a limited number of designated heritage assets, which must be weighed
against the public benefits it would deliver. Policy NH/14 does not expressly
contain an equivalent provision but plainly the same approach must be taken if
the policy is to be applied in a way that is consistent with national policy. The
benefits that the proposed development would deliver very heavily outweigh

195 APP1.2 p 26 paragraph 7.13.
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the harm that it would cause to heritage assets. Harm to undesignated assets
is justified here. On this basis, the proposed development would accord with
both national and local policy in relation to the protection of heritage assets.
With regard to landscape and visual impact, SCDC’s analysis is flawed and the
proposed development would comply with Policy NH/2. Itis common ground
that the scheme complies with the SCLP’s transport Policies Tl/2, Tl/3 and
TI/8.1°6 The public benefits that the scheme would deliver would very heavily
outweigh the loss of agricultural land in this case, so the proposal would comply
with Policy NH/3, which allows BMV agricultural land to be lost where
“sustainability considerations and the need for the development are sufficient
to override the need to protect the agricultural value of the land”.t%”

Conditions and planning obligations

213. The following user restriction would be sufficient to ensure that
occupation was restricted to AgriTech companies:

The B1 floorspace hereby approved shall be used for no purpose other than
AgriTech namely the science-based and/or technology-based development of
products, services and applications that are designed to improve yield, resource
efficiency, sustainability, health and profitability in agriculture, horticulture and
the food chain.”®

214. This would provide adequate safeguards, requiring all occupiers to be
engaged in AgriTech. It is precise, reasonable and enforceable, and would
therefore be effective to ensure that the development was only occupied by
organisations that are genuinely undertaking activities in the AgriTech sector.
SCDC’s complaint that the concept of AgriTech is nebulous is odd, given the
Government’s recognition six years ago of AgriTech as a discrete sector of the
economy.

215. SCDC wants an additional level of control, namely that each occupier
should have to demonstrate a need to occupy space at the AgriTech park,
either by virtue of the need to be in proximity to the agricultural land available
for crop and technology trials, or by virtue of the need to co-locate with other
AgriTech occupiers. This is not necessary. There is no policy requirement for a
needs test.1°

216. SCDC'’s submission that, absent a needs test, all of the use class B1
floorspace could be used for manufacturing is wholly unrealistic and unlikely to
happen. In any event, the imposition of a needs test would overcome SCDC'’s
objections to the way in which the AgriTech user restriction is drafted.

217. If the Secretary of State considers, contrary to the appellant’s
submissions, that a needs test meets the Framework tests then the appellant
proposes the following wording:

The B1 floorspace hereby approved shall be used for no purpose other than
AgriTech namely the science-based and/or technology-based development of

196 SoCG2 at CD1.7.

197 APP8.2 at p 47 section 5.6 and ID23.

198 Other options are included in the draft conditions for consideration.
199 CD6.7A paragraph 8.45.
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products, services and applications that are designed to improve yield, resource
efficiency, sustainability, health and profitability in agriculture, horticulture and
the food chain. Prior to first occupation of any B1 floorspace (other than the
occupiers of the incubator building), or prior to any subsequent occupier within
the first 10 years from the date of first occupation, details of the proposed
occupier(s) shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval. The
details shall demonstrate either: a need for the prospective occupier to be
located on the site for reasons of proximity to land in agricultural use; or a
need for the prospective occupier to be co-located with other AgriTech
occupiers on the site. No B1 building shall be occupied until the local planning
authority has given its written approval.

218. SCDC would want the needs assessment to be submitted as part of any
reserved matters application, but this is wholly unworkable and unreasonable
as a committed occupier for each part of the development may not be known at
that stage. The appellant could not respond flexibly to meet the needs of
potential occupiers. The condition would be used to revisit the question of
need at the reserved matters stage, when this would already have been
established by the grant of outline planning permission. An occupation
restriction would plainly be sufficient should a needs assessment be thought
necessary.

219. It would not be necessary or appropriate to require the scheme to comply
with as yet unknown sustainability standards in future local plans, as is
suggested in Condition 54. Phased housing schemes are not required to review
their affordable housing offer following a local plan review, and there is no
reason why a different approach should be taken with regard to sustainability
targets. In any event, the proposed condition is vague and unworkable as it is
not clear when an exception to the requirement might arise. The phrase
“whether by reason of viability impact or otherwise” is entirely unclear as to its
intended operation. The suggested pre-commencement conditions are
agreed.?%0

220. The section 106 obligations require the appellant to undertake the
proposed off-site highways works to the McDonalds Roundabout and the
proposed shared multi-user route.?°! The parties agree that these obligations
are regulation 122 compliant. With regard to the other off-site works, CCC has
requested that it should be able to require the appellant to pay CCC to do the
works (or such alternative works as CCC may choose to do in their place). The
appellant is content with this and has agreed the wording of additional
obligations to secure it. The Secretary of State will however have to consider
whether these additional obligations are regulation 122 compliant, i.e. whether
they can properly be said to be necessary to allow the development to proceed.
In the event that the Secretary of State was to conclude that the additional
obligations are not compliant then the clauses would fall away, and the
appellant would be required to undertake the works.?%2

200 ID67.
201 5106 agreement Schedule 1 paragraphs 6.1 and 8.1.
202 5106 agreement Schedule 1 paragraphs 7.8-7.10 and 9.8-9.10.
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Other matters

221. The impacts of the development in terms of air quality, the water
environment and noise were covered in the ES. A briefing note has also been
provided to cover these matters.2%3

222. The Wellcome Trust Ltd entered into a section 106 obligation, dated
5 December 2002, when it was the freehold owner of the Hinxton Estate, of
which the appeal site formed part.?°* This covenanted not to change the use of
the Hinxton Estate, or any part of it except (a) in accordance with the Local
Plan, or (b) under a Development Order, or (c) in accordance with a planning
permission granted by the Council. SCDC could not seek to use the obligation
to prevent the proposed development coming forward in the event that the
Secretary of State granted outline planning permission for the appeal scheme.
Condition (c) would, as a matter of construction, likely encompass a grant of
permission on appeal; further and in any event SCDC could not lawfully refuse
to release the deed in the event that the Secretary of State had granted
permission for the proposed development.

223. The appellant and SCDC both invite the Secretary of State to determine
the appeal on the basis of the revised landscape and open space parameter
plan.2%> There is no possible prejudice to any interested party. In the event
that the Secretary of State considered that there might be prejudice to an
interested party there are two solutions: (i) allow the interested party/parties a
further opportunity to comment on the revised plan; or (ii) determine the
application on the basis of the original parameter plan, as the changes are so
minor that they could in any event be carried out within the scope of
Condition 6, which requires the development to be carried out in accordance
with the approved plans save for minor variations.

Overall planning balance

224, The development complies with the development plan, read as a whole.
There are no material considerations to indicate that planning permission
should be refused. If the Secretary of State finds that the development
materially conflicts with the development plan, the economic benefits of the
development, and the need for it, decisively outweigh that conflict.2°¢ In
particular, it would bring over 4,000 new jobs to the region, result in a GVA of
at least £278 m p.a., and enable the UK to fulfil key national and sub-regional
policy objectives, which were not even taken into account, let alone provided
for, in the SCLP, to put the UK at the forefront of the global move to high-
efficiency agriculture and to establish the area as the UK capital of AgriTech.
On either basis, therefore, the appeal should be allowed, and outline planning
permission should be granted for this nationally important development.

203 ID53.

204 | PA1.3 Appendix 2.

205 ID50 (better copy at back of ID58).

206 APP8.2 section 9; NB the reference in para 9.1.8 to “the material considerations outlined in
Section 6 and the benefits identified in paras 9.2.1 to 9.2.16" should read “the material
considerations outlined in Section 6 and in particular the benefits summarised in para 6.2.19".
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Written representations
Pre-application consultation

225. The appellant’s Statement of Consultation sets out the consultation that
has taken place to inform the development proposals.?®” Representatives of
the appeal scheme first attended a meeting at Hinxton Village Hall with
community representatives in November 2015. Public exhibitions were held in
June 2016 and May 2017. The 2016 exhibition was advertised in the local
press and a postcard was sent to approximately 1,500 homes in the
surrounding villages. Over the three days of the exhibition 224 people formally
signed in, but a number did not complete registration. Following receipt of
feedback forms an FAQ document was published on the project website.?%® In
January 2017 a meeting was held with Hinxton Parish Council and village
residents, which was attended by about 40 people. Questions put at this
meeting were considered in a March 2017 FAQ document.2%°

Application stage

226. SCDC received 252 written responses to the application.?!® These
included 198 objections and 42 letters in support of the proposal. Observations
or comments, without expressing a view, were submitted by 12 respondents.
The main objections are summarised as follows:?!!

- Site not allocated and application premature

- No designated end user

- No need or justification for development of this scale

- Not sustainable given distance to housing and services

- Large number of science/business parks in the area

- No relationship with existing bio-tech/research parks

- Impact on heritage assets

- Loss of agricultural land and open/rural character

- Urbanisation with scale and height of buildings

- Traffic concerns for A1301 A505 A1l and M11

- Vehicle trip rates underestimated

- Traffic congestion and parking in nearby villages

- Increased flood risk and reduced aquifer recharge

- Noise and light pollution and impact on air quality health and well-being
- Bus/cycle interchange impact on the Green Belt

- Loss of wildlife habitats

- Impact on Duxford aerodrome

- Other better locations such as Norwich and near Northstowe

- Relationship concern with expansion of Genome Campus in Hinxton

227. The main issues cited by those supporting the proposal are summarised
as follows:2'?
- The need for the scheme and job creation

207 CD2.6.

208 CD2.6 Appendix F.
209 Appendix H of CD2.6.
210 CD4.1.

211 CD5.1 paragraph 68.
212 CD5.1 paragraph 69.
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- An opportunity for trials and small food business startups

- Well placed for transport access and improve pedestrian/cycle access

- Social and environmental benefits with sustainable food distribution

- A local community asset and opportunity for producers food hub

- Important for UK to have its own high tech facility and cluster research
- Deliver positive outcomes for farming

- Opportunities for collaboration with proximity of other business parks

- Location embedded in a rural/agricultural area

- A hub for businesses to support each other

Inquiry stage

228. The Planning Inspectorate received 30 written representations at the
appeal stage.?!* These are summarised as follows.

229. District Councillor Peter McDonald provided a local view and a perspective
on agri-tech as someone working in the industry. Whilst not denying the
importance of AgriTech in the UK economy there are concerns about the
context and integration of the proposal at Hinxton. It would not be integrated
with the key UK AgriTech players, including Ceres which is the UK’s primary
AgriTech collaboration and has already received £4.8 m of Government
funding. There has been limited discussion with local farmers about
collaboration, and concerns about soil health and natural capital. Other
concerns include scientific governance, employee numbers, the need for trials
at Hinxton, along with measures for crop protection and pest management.

230. Specific comments addressing the Collinson Associates submission
include concerns about investment in the proposal from significant players in
the sector, and the focus on European crops. A large site with no infrastructure
issues located mid-way between Cambridge and Norwich is already heavily
involved in AgriTech. The proposal does not mention involvement by Defra,
Natural England, or the Government’s agri-advisory service. There is no
integration with Cambridge University Faculty of Plant Sciences, the College of
West Anglia or any other major research facility. Hinxton already has a well-
established human biotech/gene-based R&D centre at the Welcome Genome
Campus.

231. Sir Jim Paice former Member of Parliament and Minister of Agriculture
from 2010-2012 supports the proposal. The Cambridge sub-region has been
the centre for agricultural research and technology for many years. The site is
close to other Science Parks with many synergies. The UK agricultural industry
is going through considerable change and productivity has to improve whilst
reducing inputs for climatic and economic reasons. The synergies between
robotics, plant breeding, specialist IT systems, plant chemistry and bio-science
are considerable and the chance to work together on a single site would benefit
all. The site is opposite the Genome Centre and benefits from existing
transport routes, including the M11, Stansted airport and Whittlesford railway
station. There is a clear need for a special AgriTech park, and this site is highly
suitable for it.

213 part 1 Red folder in Appeal File.
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232. James Palmer Mayor of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough supports the
proposal in principle. The recent Independent Economic Review made clear
that implementation of technology into the agricultural industry is vital to its
future success. The link between food production and the local knowledge
intensive industry is key to the future prosperity of agriculture across the
globe. A link between Peterborough University’s Agri-tech faculty and Hinxton
Park could be forged for mutual benefit.

233. Rupert Kirby is a local resident concerned about unrealistic parking ratios
and the reality of the existing highway capacity. Institutional finance will not
be forthcoming for a scheme with such a restricted car parking ratio of one
space per 58 m? gross floor area. Parking is essential for schemes that are not
in central Cambridge. There is a risk of approving the scheme on the basis of
an unachievable parking standard required to reduce the highways impact on
an already overstretched network. Development of this scale should not take
place until there is full access to the M11 at junction 9 and the A505 has been
widened to dual-carriageway to avoid huge queues on the network and rat-
running through villages. There would be severe consequences for highway
safety and environmental impact from queuing and satnavs directing drivers to
take much longer routes to avoid congestion.

234. John Shropshire OBE is CEO of G’s Group Holdings Ltd, a grower-to-
marketing organisation, and supports the proposal. World agriculture is
entering a period of dramatic opportunity and change. The Cambridge region
could be at the centre of the new technically-driven agricultural revolution. To
do so the tech sector will need to be closely aligned with the agri part and
creating a designated AgriTech cluster in proximity to academic research in
Cambridge and the expertise of East Anglia farmers will be essential to achieve
this goal.

235. Tim Nowak Executive Director of the World Trade Center St Louis writes
in support of the proposal and sees how it would support the development of
the UK AgriTech sector. The proposal is seen as a potential international
partner and the certainty of planning permission is necessary to progress the
interest in collaboration.

236. James Carter Director Britannia Bud Company Ltd is an international
AgriTech entrepreneur considering the UK as a location for investment. The
appeal site would provide an optimal location with prime positioning for
national logistics and proximity to high quality staff. The certainty of planning
permission is necessary to progress interest in the site.

237. D William A Burgess Chairman of Produce World Investments Limited, a
business which employs c500 people and grows/markets fresh produce to
major retailers, supports the proposal. The East of England is in a great
position to be world leaders in this field. The proposed AgriTech park is
essential to facilitate a new cluster of companies to help deliver the much-
needed growth in this sector.

238. Dr Ann Limb CBE DL Chair of the London Stansted Cambridge Consortium
(LSCC) supports the proposed development provided the growth is sustainable
and achieved in accordance with relevant local national policies. The LSCC is a
strategic partnership of local government, colleges and universities together
with business organisations in the geographic area of the Innovation Corridor.
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The Corridor is important as the leading cluster for life sciences and tech in the
UK. The proposed development would have a beneficial impact on the
agriculture and AgriTech industries locally, nationally and globally, with
significant overlap with the life sciences cluster in the area. Pending planning
certainty LSCC would like to explore further collaboration with the appellant
and the AgriTech community which would be based at the site.

239. David Flanders PhD is CEO of Agrimetrics, a big-data AgriTech company,
and supports the proposal. Agrimetrics provides, connects and analyses
complex data to drive greater productivity for AgriFood businesses and deliver
food sustainability. The appeal scheme would have a positive impact on the
agriculture and AgriTech industries locally, nationally and globally, bringing new
investment to the area. Pending planning certainty Agrimetrics would like to
explore further collaboration with the appellant and the AgriTech community
that would be based at the proposed site.

240. Jinzhao Li Managing Director Cambridge China Centre expressed support
for the proposal. The Centre facilitates interaction and collaboration between
members. The AgriTech start-up and scaleup companies in the Centre’s
membership would greatly benefit from the office space in an incubator
building and access to an on-site AgriTech community and development at the
appeal site. The Centre has had interest from China in potential investments in
the AgriTech sector and would be keen to explore further collaboration with the
proposal.

241. Dr Sean Butler from Cambridge AgriTech Ltd, a syndicate composed
mainly of owners and directors of some of the largest food and agricultural
businesses in the UK, expressed support for the proposal. The Cambridge area
is already an acknowledged hub for AgriTech, and it is important that the
infrastructure available in the region keeps up with demand. Start-up and
scale-up companies would greatly benefit from the office space in an incubator
building, and access to an on-site AgriTech community at the site. The
proposal would have a beneficial impact on the agriculture and AgriTech
industries locally, nationally and globally.

242. Michael Coto Co-Founding Partner Primera Impact supports the proposal.
Primera Impact is a Cambridge-based investment fund which aims to catalyse
game-changing startups in the health, energy, environment and AgriTech
sectors. The level of innovation in Cambridge is exceptional, but many of the
most promising start-ups lack the early stage support necessary to reach their
full potential. The companies Primera Impact work with would greatly benefit
from office space in an incubator building and access to an on-site AgriTech
community and development at the appeal site. Pending planning certainty,
Primera Impact would like to explore further collaboration with the appellant
and the AgriTech community which would be based at the proposed site.

243. Ed Fuchs CEO and Co-Founder Folium Science supports the proposal.
Folium Science leads the way in bioscience to replace antibiotics with an
alternative technology for agriculture and animal husbandry. Folium Science
was an AgriTech start-up founded in Cambridge, but had to initially relocate
work to Bristol as there were no suitable office locations near Cambridge. With
the building of an agricultural strategy a location in Cambridge is now sought.
There is a need for office, lab and crop trial space at the proposed AgriTech
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development. The stage has been reached where planning certainty is required
in order to progress discussions.

244, Oli Hilbourne Founder/Director of Operations Outfield, an early stage agri-
tech startup based in Cambridge, supports the proposal. Outfield is developing
systems to help apple growers to better manage crops using drones and image
recognition and has benefitted from the startup ecosystem in Cambridge. But
there is little business support tailored specifically to agri-tech companies. The
proposal would support Outfield’s scale-up and that of other local companies,
but planning certainty is required in order to progress any discussions.

245, Matt McLaren CEO Entomics Biosystem supports the proposal. Entomics
Biosystem is a Cambridge-based startup looking at the up-cycling of food waste
streams into high value agricultural resources, such as functional feeds for
farmed salmon, using insects as the conversion engine. The appeal scheme
would be a massive opportunity to develop a world-leading hub that supports
growth and innovation spanning the diverse world of ‘food’. East Anglia is
already a leading region in terms of agricultural knowledge, research and
identity. There is an opportunity to create more synergies across the entire
food production chain. Dedicated resources are required to bring these
disparate threads together, and this ambitious and timely project would
address that need. If the project becomes a reality Entomics would be
interested in becoming a key partner, potentially having some physical
presence at the site in addition to forging commercial and research
collaborations. However, in order to progress these discussions planning
certainty is required.

246. Richard Hobson Founder and CEO Herdsy Ltd supports the proposal.
Herdsy is an AgriTech start-up with offices in Cambridge and Ireland. It is set
to become the world’s largest livestock tracking company. Cambridge suffers
from a lack of affordable office space. Cambridge helps create start-up
AgriTech companies and then loses valuable jobs and tax revenue as
competition from larger tech and pharma giants forces them to look elsewhere
to grow. The appeal scheme would attract global talent and lay the
foundations for the continued success of AgriTech in the UK, an industry that
currently employs 545,000 people and is worth £14.5 billion. Herdsy would
consider office space in an incubator hub at the appeal site but require planning
certainty in order to progress any discussions.

247. Whittlesford Parish Council supports the surrounding Parish’s
objections.?'* The proximity to Hinxton and scale of the development would
have a damaging impact on such a small village. The proposal does not comply
with existing and emerging planning policy. No significant scientific-based
activity has been identified by which the site could benefit from the purported
potential to offer quality arable land for crop trials. The NIAB is developing its
own crop science research facility with Cambridge University on the northern
side of Cambridge. By default, the appeal scheme could become a general
business and warehouse park.

248. The traffic surveys are flawed and not credible. The A1301 and A505 are
very congested at peak times. The proposed modification to the roundabout

214 1D5.
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are wholly inadequate and the surrounding villages would suffer from rat runs.
The environmental impact of the proposal is of concern regarding aquifer
damage, air, water and light pollution and landscape harm. The traffic and
environmental impact have been underestimated by the appellant.

249. Since the appeal was lodged there have been two further developments
which could have considerable negative influences on the life styles of people
living in Hinxton and the surrounding villages. Immediately adjacent to the
southern boundary of the appeal site Welcome Trust have applied for
permission to build 1,500 new houses, a hotel, shops and bars along with the
creation of 4,200 new jobs on the associated business area. On the eastern
boundary of the Wellcome Trust site a proposed new garden village of 5,500
new houses in Uttlesford is under consideration by the Secretary of State.
There are also proposals for the substantial increase in the number of jobs at
Babraham and Granta Park in Great Abington. SCLP does not envisage this
scale of development. The Parish Council would like the Secretary of State to
carry out a full review of all these development proposals as one exercise,
where all the infrastructure deficiencies could be evaluated, and
recommendations made on remedial action and funding prior to the
applications being considered further.

250. Victoria Nichols, a local resident, supports the objection by Hinxton Parish
Council, with primary concerns as follows. A development of this scale would
completely compromise the historic village environment within which Hinxton
exists. There is no ‘AgriTech’ operator associated with the proposal and no
scientific leadership or focus. There is already significant traffic pressure on the
A1301 and the A505 both morning and evening in both directions. The appeal
scheme would bring the A505 to a standstill and push more traffic through
Hinxton and Ickleton. There is not the infrastructure in place to support the
proposal. Environmental concerns include aquifer damage, flood risk, pollution,
biodiversity and landscape harm. This is not the right location.

251. Tony Orgee, a local resident, maintains an objection to the proposal, and
notes that development plans for the area have been approved, which
strengthens the objection. A proposal of this magnitude needs to be
considered in the context of developing a new local plan. There is a
commitment to commence reviews in 2019 for a joint plan. In addition to
prematurity, concern is expressed about traffic and transport infrastructure.
Local roads would not be able to cope with the additional volume of traffic
resulting from commuting, even with the suggested mitigation measures.
Reliance on non-car transport is unrealistic and the proposed bus/cycle/rail
interchange is not appropriately sited and is inappropriate in the Green Belt. A
strategic plan for the whole area is required.

252. HPC'’s concerns about possible impact on biodiversity, aquifers and flood
risk are fully shared. Unlike other development in the area the proposed
development would be situated in open countryside with long distance views.
Tall buildings and roadside bunds would be alien features in the Chalklands LCA
resulting in harm to the landscape. Much of the grade 2 and 3 agricultural land
on the site would be lost. Adverse impact on air quality and noise have not
been quantified, but the ES acknowledges a substantial adverse effect from
light pollution.
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253. SCDC'’s commitment to the development of ‘employment clusters’ does
not specifically cite ‘AgriTech’. The proposal would presumably fall into Use
Class B1(b) - high technology / research and development. There is concern
that if the AgriTech aspirations for the site were not realised then it could
simply transform into another general B1(b) use.

254, Hinxton Parish Council (HPC) endorses SCDC'’s nine reasons for refusal.
The appeal scheme would be 300 m from the village’s High Street, and with
several thousand employees would have a deeply damaging impact on the
village of about 150 homes. The proposal does not comply with relevant
planning policy. HPC is not opposed in principle to a manageable level of
commercial development, AgriTech or otherwise, and Hinxton Hall has hosted
the Genome Campus for 25 years. But the appeal scheme is of a
fundamentally different nature, with no evidence of any scientific leadership or
focus. Nor is there any justification for its being classified for planning
purposes as B1(b) and by default would become a general business and
warehouse park. The NIAB intends to develop the Cambridge Centre for Crop
Science with the University of Cambridge to enhance research in crop sciences
and resilience if food security on the northern side of Cambridge. This accords
with SCDC'’s aspiration to focus AgriTech industrial development in the
Cambridge-Norwich corridor.

255. The traffic analysis supporting the proposal is not credible and greatly
understates potential congestion. The proposed mitigation, improved
roundabout and modal shift, are inadequate. The model ignores associated
service traffic and possible nearby development. Environmental concerns
relate to aquifer damage, increased flood risk, air/water/light pollution,
biodiversity and landscape. Hinxton village is prone to flooding. Hydraulic
modelling is inadequate despite the site’s designation as a groundwater source
protection zone of High to Intermediate vulnerability.

256. Robert Spriddell, Royston, supports the proposal as the concept of
AgriTech is very important for the UK and Cambridge region economy. This is
an ideal location, given the proximity of the University, Research Parks and the
Genome Park. The developers are highly integrated into the agricultural
community in the region and long-standing investors in the AgriTech arena.

257. Little Abington Parish Council (LAPC) considers the proposal speculative
with few, if any, clear plans for the type of research and activities on the site,
and the great number of matters left for the detailed applications. A
development of this scale cannot be considered in isolation but must be
considered within the overall strategic vision for South Cambridgeshire.

258. It is unrealistic to expect only half of the proposed 4,000 employees
would drive to work. Local experience contradicts the findings of the traffic
surveys and modelling. The A505 and A1301 are already over capacity with
traffic jams for long periods and dangerous backups to the M11. The fixes
around McDonalds roundabout are inadequate. A strategic plan and significant
investment are necessary to solve the problems of an inadequate road
network, which must include improvements to Stump Cross and better access
to the M11. The train service to Whittlesford Parkway is full, the service
unreliable and with local car parks at their capacity commuters park in the
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street. Estimates of a five-minute cycle ride or 20-minute walk to the proposed
development seem astonishingly optimistic.

259. Pollution from additional road traffic would impact on the environment.
Strategically it would make more sense to site the proposal close to other
agricultural research sites in East Anglia. There is concern about
underoccupancy and decay if the proposed business model was not workable.
Residents are already affected by intrusive background noise and overnight
lighting from Granta Park, and there is concern about impact on the aquifer and
flood risk. The intention to provide public access and community facilities
would be worthless unless enshrined in law.

260. Paul Breen, local resident, considers that the AgriHub is merely an excuse
for yet another industrial estate. 4,000 extra staff would add to the existing
chaos on roads around Hinxton. Run-off would add to local flooding and harm
extraction from the aquifer. The loss of prime agricultural land would be
unacceptable, and the proposal would be inappropriate development in a
beautiful location.

261. Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) object to the proposed
development in an area of open, rolling, Cambridgeshire countryside. BMV
agricultural land is a national resource whose protection for the purpose of food
production is becoming increasingly important. CPRE supports SCDC’s reasons
for refusal, particularly in protecting the Green Belt and landscape around
Cambridge which is increasingly threatened by incremental and permanent
erosion of the countryside as the local economy thrives. Other concerns raised
by CPRE are that the generation of many car journeys would overwhelm the
capacity of local roads, light pollution, flooding and about speculative
development. None of the institutions expressing support for the proposal
have said that they need space for expansion and would definitely be interested
in occupying one of the buildings. The business case for the enterprise must be
examined carefully to ensure that it would be worth the price of sacrificing this
part of the countryside.

262. Great Abington Parish Council (GAPC) supports SCDC's refusal of this
speculative proposal, which has few, if any clear plans for the type of research
and activities on the site. Alignment with local development strategies is
important given significant developments in progress in or near Sawston,
including a trade park, along with the prospect of development in North
Uttlesford. A major proposal such as the appeal scheme must be considered in
the wider strategic context and the SCLP. GAPC shares the views of LAPC
about traffic and transport implications, and harm to the environment.

263. Duxford Parish Council continues its rejection of the scheme, especially
since the adoption of the SCLP, the application by the Wellcome Trust to expand
the Hinxton Campus, and the announcement by the NAIB and Cambridge
University of the development of a joint AgriTech park to the north of
Cambridge. These further reduce the need for a scheme to the south of
Cambridge, along with the continually increasing flows of traffic along the A505
and A1301.

264. Pampisford Parish Council feels strongly that this is not an appropriate
use of good agricultural land. There are no obvious institutions interested in
using the site for research, and there are other research centres in the area,
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including an Agri-Tech hub at Soham supported by NIAB, some of which are
expanding. 85% of Cambridge funding for research is from EU sources, so with
Brexit there is a question about the expansion of such facilities. The road
system cannot cope with current traffic and there are no significant plans for
mitigation. The proposed flyover and urban sprawl with earth bunds and light
pollution would adversely affect the open character of the landscape. The
scheme would affect recharge of the aquifer and increase flood risk
downstream. The loss of grade 2 agricultural land cannot be afforded at a time
when all possible arable land will be required in order to improve food security.
The proposed development is not included in the SCLP.

265. Sam Nichols, local resident, supports the objection by HPC, with primary
concerns as follows. A development of this scale would completely compromise
the historic village environment within which Hinxton exists. There is no
‘AgriTech’ operator associated with the proposal and no scientific leadership or
focus. There is already significant traffic pressure on the A1301 and the A505
both morning and evening in both directions. The appeal scheme would bring
the A505 to a standstill and push more traffic through Hinxton and Ickleton.
There is not the infrastructure in place to support the proposal. Environmental
concerns include aquifer damage, flood risk, pollution, biodiversity and
landscape harm. This is not the right location.

266. Ickleton Parish Council (IPC) agrees with SCDC's reasons for refusal. The
proposal would have a strong and irremediable adverse impact on important
open countryside, result in a loss of valuable farmland for no good reason, and
increase traffic rat-running via Ickleton and Duxford villages. SCLP makes no
provision for a business park on this site and seeks to preserve landscape
character. The proposed earth bunds would be destructive to the open rural
landscape as would the concentration of buildings and car parks. The proposal
would cut off views to open countryside that surrounds the grade II listed
Hinxton Grange. Views of the proposed development from Hinxton would have
an adverse impact upon the Hinxton conservation area and listed buildings,
including the church. There is also concern about the effects on biodiversity,
light pollution, aquifer damage and increased flood risk.

267. NIAB and Cambridge University with other academic entities acting
together in the Ceres consortium is largely based to the north of the city.
Elveden would be a more logical location free from the infrastructure issues
associated with the appeal site. Cambridge University, University of East Anglia
and John Innes already collaborate in the Cambridge to Norwich Tech Corridor.
In the absence of a serious local academic player or private sector concern with
relevant expertise IPC questions the credentials of the appellant.

268. With planned expansion of the Wellcome Genome Campus immediately to
the south of the appeal site it is impossible to believe that there is sustainable
capacity for two proposals of this scope in the local area. It is doubtful that
Whittlesford Parkway would have sufficient capacity to facilitate both. The
appellant has never understood the nature of rat-running in the area and has
not considered the impact of the proposed development.

269. The consultation process and community engagement has been
unsatisfactory, with selective disclosures about the true nature of the project.
The AgriTech hub was portrayed as involving field trials and laboratories and
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NIAB was named as an interested party. At workshops and meetings many
vague references to contributions to solutions for infrastructure problems were
made. But actual commitments are cosmetic, minimal in nature considering the
existing problems, and do not remotely address what was outlined at the
workshops and exhibitions.

Other correspondence submitted in the lead up to the Inquiry %*°

270. Clir Peter Topping, District Councillor for the Whittlesford Ward of SCDC
and County Councillor for Duxford Division of Cambridge County Council,
continues to oppose the scheme principally as it is outwith the SCLP. There are
no compelling reasons, such as the wider economic interests, or nationally, that
would outweigh this objection. The proposal is not in the right place to support
the findings of the CPIER report on the economic outlook for Cambridgeshire
and Peterborough. There has been a strong agricultural research trend along
the Cambridge-Norwich axis. Clir Topping is not aware of any large agri-sector
company proposed as anchor tenant for the scheme. KWS seed development
is at Thriplow, and the national Cereals Exhibition is at Chrishall. More recent
work on the mitigation of traffic issues is welcome, but there are still concerns
about the ability of the area to cope with the influx of 4,000 people.

271. Clir Bridget Smith, Leader South Cambridgeshire District Council, along
with HPC, IPC, DPC, PPC, WPC, GAPC and LAPC expressed concerns about the
propriety of the submissions in support of the proposed development by James
Palmer, Mayor of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, and his interpretation of
the CPIER.

272. Hazel Technologies Inc, a US based producer of postharvest technologies
for reducing produce waste, supports the proposal and is considering the UK as
a location for investment and a potential R&D expansion site, with genuine
interest in the appeal proposal. Cambridge has several benefits, including
proximity to Kent, the key produce and logistics region in the UK, access to
Stansted and London airports, and is a hub of scientific business in the UK.
Hazel Technologies would benefit greatly from participating in that community.
It has had an ongoing dialogue with the appellant and is now at the point
where the certainty of planning permission is necessary to progress interest in
the site.

Written submissions in response to FEI 216

273. Hinxton Parish Council stated that there is nothing in the FEI that
significantly alters the substantial material objections to the proposal. The
appellant has had to revise its earlier traffic analysis which failed to
acknowledge the severe peak congestion on the A505 and A1301. The revised
modelling still does not predict the well documented long queues at peak times
on the A1303 approach to the McDonalds roundabout from the south. The
proposed new mitigation measures lack credibility, and do not deal with the
narrowing of the A505 to single lanes, the grid-locking effect of three new sets
of traffic lights, or rat-running through villages. The computer simulations and
wide-angle images in the additional material confirm the extent to which the

215 part 1 Red folder in Appeal File.
216 part 2 Red folder in Appeal File.
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scheme would dominate and oppress the surrounding countryside. The
amendments withdraw use by local residents of the proposed mixed-use
centre.

274. Great Abington Parish Council maintains its objection because of traffic
issues. The A505/A1301 roundabout is beyond its capacity at peak times. The
proposed additional traffic lights and limited capacity between junctions would
result in traffic backing up at peak times. Roadside bunds would be intrusive
and alien features in an area with an open aspect and long-distance views.
Irrespective of ecological claims, high quality agricultural land should only be
built on in the most extreme circumstances. The originally proposed public
availability of facilities such as a gym, restaurants and creche was a potential
benefit, and its removal without explanation would not be well received.

275. Tony Orgee maintains objections on highway and landscape grounds, and
concerns about the loss of agricultural land. The proposed new mitigation
measures concern junctions and fail to address the issue between junctions.
Insufficient consideration has been given to traffic movements at the proposed
entrance to the site. Bunds would give the area a much more enclosed feel
creating a complete change from the existing long-distance views typical of this
part of South Cambridgeshire. No explanation has been given for the
appellant’s change of stance on public access to facilities.

276. Pampisford Parish Council states that the additional information is not a
reason for overturning the refusal. The agricultural land is not designated for
commercial or research purposes in the SCLP and brownfield sites are
available. With almost full employment the area does not need 4,000 more
jobs. Most workers would use cars on already overloaded roads.

277. James Binney Will Trust expressed concerns about pressure on existing
transport infrastructure given the scale of the proposed development, which
has scant local support. The Trust concurs with the views of Pampisford Parish
Council. Planning proposals for this area just beyond the Green Belt include
the Babraham Institute, Granta Park Phase II, Gonville and Caius at Duxford,
Huawei land acquisition at Sawston and the Wellcome Trust expansion. These
all have links to intellectual exchange, research and development with the
University of Cambridge. But this would not be the case for the appeal
scheme, which is private and commercial. The appellant is unable to identify a
single creditable prospective occupier. The existing traffic problems and noise
would not be solved by piecemeal mitigation. Comparison with the Wellcome
Trust’s Green Travel Plan is disingenuous given the way that this plan is highly
organised compared with that proposed in the appeal scheme. Notwithstanding
the proposed bunds and planting, the appeal scheme would produce light
pollution and impair views that would harm heritage assets at Pampisford Hall
and its listed arboretum. Concerns were also expressed about the effects on
local archaeology and wildlife. A legal agreement inhibits development on the
appeal site for any purpose other than farming. It is high quality agricultural
land that has been used for seed trials, but was previously proposed by the
owners as an Eco Town, before this proposal was withdrawn after
consultation.2?’

217 ID64 written representation by A Binney.
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278. Michelle Irwin is concerned that the area is at great risk of being
significantly overdeveloped, crippling the local road network for local people.

279. Ickleton Parish Council notes that one of the alterations to the proposals
is that local residents would not have access to facilities of the mixed-use
centre originally proposed, which was promoted as a benefit to local
communities. The additional material fails to establish a credible business
case. The failure to acknowledge severe peak congestion on the A505 and
A1301 continues despite the submission of further analyses. The three new
sets of traffic lights on the A505, new site entrance roundabout and
pedestrian/cyclist-controlled crossings, would add to driver perception that the
A1301 and A505 are slow roads subject to congestion. This would be a recipe
for rat-running through local villages.

280. The CGI representations bear out submissions about the substantial
damage to the landscape, with the bridge, bunds and the development itself
comprising large urban intrusions into a rural landscape.

281. The proposed development would have a massive requirement for water
in the driest part of the UK. With an ongoing trend towards drier weather
patterns water is a finite resource and the sustainability of the proposed
development is questioned.

282. The Ickleton Society refers to insufficient traffic mitigation, resulting in
backing up to the M11 and rat-running through villages. The additional
information and photographs continue to seriously underplay the visual impact
of the proposal. The wide-angle views give a false impression of the visibility
of the buildings and bund and their impact on the long open views of
agricultural land. With no serious agri-tech business interest in relocating to
this site there is no justification for development of a greenfield site contrary to
the SCLP.

283. Andrew Walker notes that the scheme would breach the SCLP and
significantly alter a particularly attractive tract of South Cambridgeshire
landscape. It would also add to already unacceptable traffic congestion,
without mitigation, and result in intolerable increased pressure on other
infrastructure.

284. Virginia Walker supports the objections by HPC and SCDC, and in
particular is concerned about the proposal not being included in the SCLP and
conflicting with national policy. Hinxton is declared as an ‘infill village’ only.
The proposal has no potential involvement with national crop trials. Current
traffic levels are unsustainable with no serious mitigation proposed. The appeal
site is valuable arable land and is scenically and environmentally very
important. There are alternative areas in the UK crying out for employment so
why force further development in an area already under unsustainable pressure
for housing, employment and infrastructure.

285. Nicholas Bosc considers that the proposal would have a considerable
negative impact on road traffic on the A505, the environment, and the real
estate market.

286. Other submissions supported the views of HPC. Some considered that
the AgriTech park was a fig leaf to cover a purely commercial venture which
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would not offer any of the claimed benefits. There is no business case for the
proposal and still no significant investors. Research could be done in other
more suitable locations supported by major research organisations. The
Wellcome Trust entered into a section 106 agreement restricting development.
Major development proposals in the area include; the Wellcome Trust
application, a 500-acre site purchased by Huawei at the Spicer site, the
Sawston Unity Campus site, expansion at the Babraham and Welding
Institutes, all of which need proximity to Cambridge University. No sensible
landscape or heritage mitigation has been offered as the proposed bunds would
not screen the proposed development. Northbound access to the M11 and
adaptation of local roads would be necessary. The development would harm
beautiful rolling open countryside, which along with the flora and fauna,
deserves protection.

Written representations from other consultees

The following sets out the views of other consultees, where these are not
summarised elsewhere in this report.

287. Sawston Parish Council %!® endorses the submissions of the other parish
councils. CCC recently announced a study of the A505 corridor. Piecemeal
solutions such as the appeal scheme are premature, mutually exclusive and
unlikely to result in satisfactory mitigation in the longer term. The site is
unallocated in the SCLP. It would be a new site, with no extant established
businesses, and therefore no locus or gravitational effect to attract other
AgriTech companies. Demand is questionable given that at Chesterford
Research Park 65% of the permitted floorspace remains unbuilt.

288. A major concern is that the proposed organisational structure does not
appear to involve any overall scientific directorship of the site. It is unclear
how tenants would be selected other than by their ability to meet rental or
leasehold costs. Some of the interest in this site comes from companies
involved primarily in distribution rather than research. In the absence of any
clear commitment from bona fide research organisations, there is a risk that
distribution use class B8 usage, with associated HCV movements, could
eventually form a significant proportion of the activity on the site. The
cumulative impact with other proposed development in the area should be
taken into account.

289. Essex County Council (ECC) referred to a bridge link over the A11 to link
proposed major residential development with the proposed AgriTech site. Such
a bridge was estimated to cost £5 m. Given the mutual benefit that the
AgriTech site and the NUGV would gain from a bridge, Essex Highway Authority
requested a contribution of £2.5 m. Amendments to the obligation were
requested to provide a financial contribution towards the provision and
implementation of links across the Al1 to be agreed with ECC as Highway
Authority. The proposed provision of a ‘landing zone’ for a bridge was
considered insufficient. ECC also initially requested a contribution of more than
£2 m for childcare based on the Essex Adopted Developers Guide, but later
noted that the appeal scheme was proposing 3,000 m? of mixed D1 floor space,

218 D4,
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and that it was for the appellant to provide evidence to SCDC to judge if this
provision was sufficient.?®

290. A list of consultees who made no comment on the application is included
at paragraph 57 of CD5.1.%2° The following includes other responses to
consultation summarised in SCDC's report.

291. Cambridge Fire and Rescue recommended a condition to provide fire
hydrants.
292. British Horse Society asked why access under the existing A505 bridge

near the station could not be used to negate the need for the enormous bridge
over the A505/A1301.

293. Cambridge Past Present and Future recommended refusal as the proposal
is not plan led and should not be determined in isolation. There should be no
development north of the entrance drive to the Grange as it would harm the
setting and character of the historic parkland and listed building and would be a
precursor to further expansion.

294, The Environment Agency (EA) has no objection in principle, subject to
conditions.

295. Historic England has no objection on heritage grounds, but its comments
did not consider the setting of grade II listed buildings on site.

296. The Lead Local Flood Authority required more information about drainage.

297. Natural England (NE) does not consider that the proposal would trigger its

Impact Risk Zones regarding designated sites. NE supported the EA concerning
hydrology and recommended a site wide biodiversity strategy. It added that
the proposal should be compliant with the requirements of Policy NH/3 to
protect agricultural land.

298. Great Chesterford Parish Council expressed identical concerns to that of
HPC.

299. Uttlesford District Council requested that the proposal considers the North
Uttlesford Garden Community in transport modelling.

300. Agri-Tech East supports the proposal.

301. The Wellcome Trust commented that its Genome Campus is recognised as
being of national and international importance. It added that it is imperative
that the AgriTech proposals do not fetter the ability of the campus to optimise
the opportunities emanating from genomics and biodata, particularly with
regards to local infrastructure capacity.

219 1D6, ID17 and ID18.
220 CD5.1.
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Conditions and obligations
Conditions

302. SCDC and the appellant largely agree about the imposition of planning
conditions in the event that outline planning permission was granted, but two
conditions remain in dispute.??! These concern firstly controls on the
occupation of the site, and secondly provisions to update sustainability
standards in future. The need for, and wording of, suggested planning
conditions is considered in the following Conclusions section of this report. But
it is necessary to set out here the main parties’ respective positions on the first
dispute concerning an occupation restriction.

303. The appellant suggested three alternative conditions regarding an
occupation restriction.

Condition 12a: The B1 floorspace hereby approved shall be used for no purpose
other than AgriTech namely the science-based and/or technology-based
development of products, services and applications that are designed to
improve yield, resource efficiency, sustainability, health and profitability in
agriculture, horticulture and the food chain.

Condition 12b: The B1 floorspace hereby approved shall only be used for any or
all or the following purposes namely research into, development of,
commercialisation of and production of goods, services and applications for use
in agriculture, horticulture and the food chain.

Condition 12c: The B1 floor space hereby approved shall only be used for the
purpose of research into and development and commercialisation and
production of products, services and applications for use in agriculture,
horticulture and the food chain.

304. The appellant considers that suggested Condition 12a would provide a
user restriction sufficient to ensure that occupation was restricted to AgriTech
companies. SCDC considers that 12a would be insufficiently precise and not
supported by adopted policy. SCDC adds that the AgriTech sector definition
would be too broad and uses could be unrelated to adopted Policy E/9, with no
relevance to clusters drawing on the specialisms of the Cambridge area. It
would also allow for large scale speculative development and lacks specific
evidence of a requirement for companies locating to the site to be provided.
Furthermore, ancillary uses could occupy a significant (undefined) amount of
floorspace and the ancillary uses definition has no requirement for such uses to
link to an AgriTech occupier on the site.??2 SCDC notes that 12b does not refer
to AgriTech and considers that it is too broadly scoped to be of any useful
purpose in relation to possible enforcement. The appellant submits that
Condition 12a fully reflects the proposed AgriTech uses, in accordance with the
definition for AgriTech as set out in APP2.1/2.2, and is therefore not imprecise,
does not allow for large-scale speculative development, and is necessary and
fully supported in respect to Policy E/9.

221 1D49.2.
222 | PA2.1 and LPA2.2.
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305. Condition 12d was also discussed at the Inquiry. This would provide that:
Other than a reserved matters application for the incubator building pursuant
to Condition 17, any reserved matters application for floorspace within the B1
use class of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in
any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking and
re-enacting that Order with or without modification, shall be accompanied by a
needs assessment which sets out the nature of the prospective occupier(s) and
their specific requirements for locating onto the site. The needs assessment
shall demonstrate either: (a) an operational need for the prospective occupier
to be located on the site in relation to the proximity to nearby land in
agricultural use; or (b) need for the prospective occupier to be located adjacent
to other permitted businesses on the site. Prior to the occupation of any
business within the incubator building, a needs assessment demonstrating
compliance with either criteria a) or b) above shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Subject to any needs
assessment being approved by the local planning authority, the first and
subsequent occupation of any building shall be substantially in accordance with
the associated needs assessment.

306. The appellant objects to this condition because it would seek to introduce
a needs assessment in respect to any reserved matters application for
floorspace, which would be unnecessary, overly restrictive and unreasonable.
In the event that planning permission was granted, the need for the
development and principle of AgriTech use would have been satisfied and
therefore there would be no further requirement for a needs assessment. The
planning application and appeal would have been the forum to justify the need.
In addition, the appellant argues that this condition would impact on funding
and securing tenants and in this respect represents a condition that
unreasonably impacts upon the deliverability of a development, placing an
unjustifiable and disproportionate financial burden on the appellant, thus failing
the test of reasonableness. Additionally, other Conditions 10 and 12a-c would
place restrictions on use and a condition requiring the appellant to demonstrate
need is unnecessary and unjustified. In the appellant’s view the condition is
also onerous as the requirements are loosely drafted with no agreement as to
what the exact requirements are that SCDC needs to be satisfied with.

307. As an alternative the appellant suggested Condition 12e: The B1
floorspace hereby approved shall be used for no purpose other than AgriTech
namely the science-based and/or technology-based development of products,
services and applications that are designed to improve yield, resource
efficiency, sustainability, health and profitability in agriculture, horticulture and
the food chain. Prior to first occupation of any B1 floorspace (other than the
occupiers of the incubator building), or prior to any subsequent occupier within
the first 10 years from the date of first occupation, details of the proposed
occupier(s) shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval in
writing. The details shall demonstrate either: (a) a need for the prospective
occupier to be located on the site for reasons of proximity to land in agricultural
use; or (b) a need for the prospective occupier to be co-located with other
AgriTech occupiers on the site. No B1 building shall be occupied until the local
planning authority has given its written approval.

308. However, SCDC objected to Condition 12e arguing that the first part of
the condition (compliance) suffered from the same defect as Condition 12a/b/c.
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The second part of the condition (needs assessment) was not agreed because
(@) there would be no requirement for a needs assessment to accompany a
reserved matters application, which could lead to large scale speculative
development where presently there are no confirmed prospective occupiers for
any of the floorspace being sought, and (b) there is no requirement for
subsequent occupation to accord with the identified need.

Obligations

3009. The obligations in the section 106 agreement are summarised in Annex A
to this report. The agreement includes a clause that if the Secretary of State
concludes that any of the obligations are not compatible with any of the tests
set out in Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010 (CIL Regs) and attaches no weight to that obligation then that obligation
shall cease to have any effect and there shall be no obligation to comply with
it. SCDC submitted a CIL Compliance Statement, which sets out its view that
the obligations are necessary, directly related to the proposed development,
and fairly and reasonably relate to the proposal in terms of scale and kind.??3
The Conclusions section of this report considers how the obligations square
with policy and statutory requirements.

Conclusions

Preliminary matters

310. The following conclusions are based on the written submissions, the
evidence given by those who appeared at the Inquiry, and inspections of the
site and its surroundings. In this section the figures in parenthesis [ ] at the
end of paragraphs or sections indicate source paragraphs from this report.
[10]

311. The application is for outline planning permission with all matters reserved,
but includes parameter plans for land use, movement and access, landscape
and open space, development density and height, which would be imposed by
planning conditions. I am satisfied that the ES and FEI submitted for the
appeal scheme, which were available for comment during the appeal
proceedings, reasonably comply with the requirements of the EIA Regulations.
In considering the appeal, and in making my recommendation, I have taken
into account the Environmental Information, which includes all the evidence
adduced at the Inquiry. In doing so I have come to a different view about the
significance of, and weight to be given to, some environmental effects from
that set out in the ES and FEI. [1,2]

312. South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) refused the application on
9 grounds. SCDC considered that the proposal would conflict with relevant
policies concerning; (1) unsustainable development located outside of the
village development Framework and within the open countryside; (2)
prematurity; (3) harm to the Cambridge Green Belt; (4) an inadequate
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and failure to preserve or
enhance the local character of the area and unacceptable adverse impact on

223 1D65.
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the countryside and landscape character; (5) insufficient information in the
Transport Assessment; (6) a Stage 1 / 2 Road Safety Audit had not been
carried out on all the submitted drawings; (7) insufficient information about
parking demand and provision; (8) harm to the setting and significance of
heritage assets; and (9) the loss of Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural
land. [3]

313. The application was determined in the context of the then adopted
development plan, but these policies were superseded in September 2018 with
the adoption of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 (SCLP). Reason for
refusal 2, concerning prematurity, was subsequently withdrawn in April 2019.
Following the submission of further analysis, the appellant, Cambridgeshire
County Council (CCC) and Highways England signhed a Statement of Common
Ground on Transport Planning Matters, dated 16 May 2019 (SoCG2). This
enabled the main parties to agree at the Inquiry the terms of planning
obligations. On this basis, SCDC withdrew reasons for refusal 5, 6 and 7. [4,6]

314. An amendment proposed by the appellant at the Inquiry would involve a
minor alteration to the landscape parameter plan. The revised scheme would
not be substantially different from that considered by SCDC and consideration
of the amended proposal would not be prejudicial to the interests of any party
or persons. It is a matter for the Secretary of State to consider, but it seems
to me that it would be appropriate here to determine the appeal on the basis of
the amendment proposed at the Inquiry. It would also be acceptable to amend
the description of the proposed development to include reference to ‘surface’
water. [8,9,223]

315. The development proposed is an AgriTech technology park comprising up to
112,000 m? (gross) employment floorspace, supporting infrastructure,
amenities and landscape works including publicly accessible informal open
space, enhancements to parkland; vehicle and cycle parking; service areas;
bus/cycle interchange on land west of the A1301 / north of A505; and
infrastructure works including new vehicular accesses, highway improvement
works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings over A1301/A505 and
River Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and surface water pumping
stations and primary electricity sub station; telecommunications infrastructure
and other associated works.

316. Planning conditions would limit the gross external floorspace of the
permitted use classes as follows; Bla office / B1b R&D / Blc light industrial
(92,000 m?), B1b laboratories (11,800 m?), A3 / A5 (2,000 m?), D1 (3,000 m?)
and D2 (3,200 m?). Suggested planning conditions would require at least
10 ha of land within the site to be made available for crop/technology trials and
demonstration, and for the early provision of 3,000 m? of incubator units.
[12-16]

317. Late notification about the appeal was given to 12 objectors. However,
there was a reasonable opportunity for objectors to appear at the Inquiry, or to
submit written representations before the Inquiry closed, and so no prejudice
arises from the delayed notification. [7]
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Main considerations

318. The Secretary of State’s reasons for recovering the appeal state that it
involves proposals for significant development in the Green Belt. However, the
direction did not include details about any matters about which the Secretary of
State particularly wishes to be informed for the purposes of considering this
appeal. The evidence indicates that the main considerations here are as
follows. [5,10]

(1) The effects of the proposed development on the openness of the Green
Belt and upon the purposes of including land within it, and whether the
development conflicts with policy to protect the Green Belt.

(2) The effects of the proposed development on the character and
appearance of the area.

(3) The effects of the proposed development on heritage assets.

(4) The effects of the proposed development on agricultural land.

(5) The effects of the proposed development on the local road network
and the need to travel by car.

(6) The effects of the proposed development on other matters.

(7) The effects of the proposed development on employment and the
economy, including the need for and benefits of the proposed AgriTech
technology park.

(8) The planning balance.

(9) The extent to which the proposed development would be in accordance
with the development plan for the area.

(10) The extent to which the proposed development would be in accordance
with the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) and the
National Planning Practice Guidance (the Guidance).

(11) Whether any permission should be subject to planning conditions or
obligations and, if so, the form that these should take.

319. The remainder of this report addresses the matters outlined above, using
the following approach. For each of the main considerations 1-7 above the
report considers the likely effects of the proposed development. Impacts are
described and significance assessed taking into account, where appropriate,
necessary planning conditions and obligations. The significance of effects is a
matter of judgement, and for consistency a rating scale is used for negative
and positive effects (harm and benefits), increasing from negligible, minor,
moderate, substantial and finally major significance. In considering the relative
weight to be given to various considerations a scale is used; increasing from
negligible (little or no weight), slight, moderate, substantial, and finally great
weight. However, there is scope within these bands for varying degrees of fit,
and reference to these categories implies no mathematical or objective basis
for analysis across the range of considerations involved in this case. My
recommendation is based on these findings.

(1) Green Belt

320. The part of the appeal site that lies north of the A505 is within the Green
Belt, as defined in the development plan for the area. The Framework states
that the Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. It adds that
the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their
permanence. Paragraph 141 provides that in planning positively to enhance
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the beneficial use of the Green Belt authorities should look for opportunities to
provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport/recreation, and to
retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity.

321. When located in the Green Belt inappropriate development is, by definition,
harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special
circumstances (VSC). The Framework provides that substantial weight should
be given to any harm to the Green Belt, and that VSC will not exist unless the
potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other
harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other
considerations.

322. Paragraph 146 provides that local transport infrastructure which can
demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location is not inappropriate
development in the Green Belt provided that it preserves its openness and does
not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. These purposes are;
to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; to prevent
neighbouring towns merging into one another; to assist in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment; to preserve the setting and special character
of historic towns; and to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the
recycling of derelict and other urban land.

323. Paragraph 146 of the Framework must mean that some level of local
transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt
location would preserve its openness and would not conflict with its purposes,
and that beyond that level the development would become inappropriate in the
Green Belt, and so the exception would no longer apply. Determining the
tipping point would depend upon the particular circumstances, as a matter of
fact and degree. In assessing the impact on openness the Guidance notes that
relevant matters could include spatial (volume) as well as visual impacts, along
with the degree of activity generated, including traffic generation.

324. The Movement and access parameter plan indicates that the proposed
bus/cycle interchange and pedestrian/cycle connections, along with part of the
proposed pedestrian/cycle/equestrian bridge, would be sited within the Green
Belt. The details of these works would be considerations for reserved matters.
But the appellant considers that works within the overall footprint of 1.865 ha
in the Green Belt would comprise 1.01 ha hardstanding (including the
interchange), an earth bank (0.375 ha) and soft landscaping (0.48 ha). The
works would include bus shelters and secure cycle parking.

325. Such works in the Green Belt would be transport infrastructure that would
not only serve the proposed AgriTech park, but would also provide useful
pedestrian/cycle connections for general use by the public in an area where
highway and traffic conditions make for hazardous pedestrian and cycle trips.

I saw at my site visits how difficult it is for pedestrians and cyclists to negotiate
the McDonalds roundabout. The proposed bridge over the A505/A1301
roundabout, whilst not providing for all pedestrian/cycle movements at this
junction, would be particularly beneficial in this regard. This indicates to me
that the works would be local transport infrastructure for the purposes of
applying paragraph 146.

326. 1 do not agree with the appellant that a determination about whether the
scheme should be approved or refused would also demonstrate whether or not
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there was a requirement for a Green Belt location. Whether it is, or is not,
inappropriate development in the Green Belt will affect the planning balance
that applies in determining the appeal, and so is a matter that must be
resolved as an intermediate step. Investigations are underway about transport
improvements in the locality and connections to the railway station. But it is
not clear at this stage whether the outcome of these investigations would be
likely to result in a scheme which provided the works necessary to enable the
appeal scheme to proceed, with all such works undertaken on land outside the
Green Belt. It seems to me that it would be very difficult to achieve the
necessary pedestrian/cycle connections in the vicinity of McDonalds roundabout
without using Green Belt land in a way similar to that envisaged in the
Movement and access parameter plan. I find, therefore, that the proposed
local transport infrastructure would require a Green Belt location.

327. The area north of the A505 and located to the north-west of the McDonalds
roundabout is an open field. The proposed works in the Green Belt would
erode the open feel of this part of the Green Belt, both in spatial and visual
terms. The part of the bridge, along with the ramp leading to it would
introduce a feature with considerable volume into this open area. Any bus
shelters and secure cycle parking would add visual clutter that would harm
openness. The proximity of the petrol filling station/restaurant and highway
infrastructure located outside the Green Belt would not diminish this loss of
openness. The bus/cycle interchange would generate a degree of activity from
vehicle movement. Whether this loss of openness is sufficient to exceed the
paragraph 146 threshold is a matter of judgement.

328. The works would not conflict with Green Belt purposes concerning
unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas, preventing neighbouring towns
merging, preserving the setting and special character of historic towns, or
assisting in urban regeneration. However, the works would have an urbanising
influence on this part of the open countryside. I find that the proposal would,
to some extent, conflict with the purpose of the Green Belt to assist in
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Again, whether this conflict
is sufficient to exceed the paragraph 146 threshold is a matter of judgement.

329. I have had regard to the other decisions adduced regarding local transport
infrastructure in Green Belts. I have also taken into account the type of works
proposed here in terms of their effects on openness and the purposes of the
Green Belt. Notwithstanding the harm to openness and conflict regarding
encroachment into the countryside, in my judgement the local transport
infrastructure proposed in the Green Belt would not by reason of its nature and
scale be sufficient to exceed the paragraph 146 threshold. I find that the
exception for local transport infrastructure would apply, and that the proposed
development would not be inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

330. If the Secretary of State agrees with this finding, then the proposal would
not result in harm to the Green Belt, and there would be no conflict with local
or national Green Belt policy. In this scenario, the planning balancing exercise
would be a straightforward weighing of the benefits and the harm, having
regard to relevant policy considerations.

331. However, if the Secretary of State concludes that the proposed Green Belt
works are not local transport infrastructure, or that a requirement for a Green
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Belt location cannot be demonstrated, or that the works would not preserve the
openness of the Green Belt, or that the works would conflict with any of the
purposes of including land within it, to such an extent that would exceed the
threshold implicit in paragraph 146, then the exception for local transport
infrastructure would not apply. The works then would be inappropriate
development in the Green Belt, which is by definition harmful. In this scenario,
harm to the Green Belt and any other harm must be weighed against other
considerations to determine whether VSC exist. These alternative planning
balances are considered in more detail in section (8) of these Conclusions.

[84-95,121,130,137,157-171,226,261]
(2) Character and appearance

332. The appeal site lies wholly within National Character Area 87, the East
Anglian Chalk. In the Cambridgeshire Landscape Guidelines: A Manual for
Management and Change in the Rural Landscape 1991, the site is located in
character area 2 - Chalklands, within an area described as a broad-scale
landscape of large fields, trimmed hedges and few trees over a smooth rolling
chalkland landform. The site is located in character area B — Chalklands in the
South Cambridgeshire District Design Guide SPD adopted March 2010. Key
characteristics of this Landscape Character Area (LCA) are a distinctive
landform of smooth rolling chalk hills and gently undulating chalk plateau, a
mostly large-scale arable landscape of arable fields, low hedges and few trees
giving it an open, spacious quality, in which small beech copses on the brows of
hills, and occasional shelterbelts, are important features. It was apparent from
my site visits that this LCA has mostly a strong rural character though this is
disrupted immediately adjacent to the A505 and the A11. [17-21]

333. The appellant’s definition of the landscape baseline subdivides the
Chalklands LCA into the wooded and enclosed Granta Valley LCA, and the Chalk
Hills LCA. However, it was evident from my site visits that this division is not
reflected enough in the features on the ground to warrant the distinction. In
any event, the revised baseline did not make any difference to the appellant’s
initial assessment of the significance of the landscape change that would result
from the proposed development. It was apparent when visiting the area that
the appeal site lies within a tract of land that is bounded by major roads,
namely the Al11, the A505 and A1301. This area is characterised by large
arable fields with parkland features at Hinxton Grange and Pampisford Hall,
along with field boundaries marked largely by gappy hedgerows. With few
hedgerow trees the area has an open feel and offers long views over the gently
rolling landform. The topography of the area is shown on Figure 12 of the DAS
at CD2.3. The openness of this part of the countryside on the fringe of
Cambridge is shown in the aerial photographs at ID16 and Figure 7 of the DAS.

334. The appeal site is not the subject of any of the designations given to
landscapes whose character and appearance justifies either a statutory status
or recognition of their quality in the development plan. But neither is a large
part of the English countryside, which is nonetheless much appreciated for its
open views and the sense of space it provides. These landscapes can be
especially important as a foil to urban settlements. This applies to the appeal
site insofar as it forms part of the wider countryside setting to Cambridge.
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335. The parameter plans would provide for the development of the appeal site
along the lines of the scheme shown in the illustrative masterplan (Figure 53
DAS). Development of this scale in this location would have an adverse effect
on the landscape character of the area of substantial significance. The
appellant considers that this would reduce to a slight and not significant effect
after 15 years. I disagree. The Landscape and open space parameter plan
provides for extensive earth bunding, up to 3.5 m high, with woodland
planting. These would extend along the eastern side of the A1301 from near
McDonalds roundabout to Tichbaulk Road (about 1.4 km) with breaks only for
the avenue to Hinxton Grange and the proposed access to the AgriTech park.
Another bund along the southern boundary of the appeal site would extend for
about 700 m along Tichbaulk Road. These bunds and planting would never
completely screen the proposed built form within the AgriTech park, but would
transform the open landscape by closing off distant views over the undulating
countryside. As planting matured the sense of enclosure would become more
pronounced. This would result in @ major change to the landscape resource
that would not be mitigated over time.

336. Lighting would be a matter for detailed consideration at the reserved
matters stage. However, for such a large-scale development it would be likely
that necessary lighting would at times produce a prominent glow in the night
sky. This would be out of keeping with the night time character of this unlit
countryside location. Overall, the proposed development would have an
adverse effect on the landscape character of the area of substantial
significance.

337. Turning to visual effects, the difference in the landscape experts’
judgements about significance are set out in ID40. The views from the A1301
would be affected by the proposed bund, but the development and activity
within the AgriTech park would be visible through the breaks in the bund at the
avenue and for the proposed site access. The part of the appeal scheme
located to the north of the avenue would appear particularly intrusive in what is
currently a large open field with parkland beyond. The bund would close off
longer views across the open countryside. I consider that the appeal scheme
would have an enduring adverse effect of moderate significance, increasing to
substantial significance from some vantage points along the A1301
(DH Views 9 10 11; RB V4).

338. Notwithstanding the proposed bund, it would be likely that buildings would
be prominent in views from Tichbaulk Road, and in this otherwise rural context
would appear out of place, with an adverse impact of substantial significance
(DH Views 13 14 15 16; RB V10). The elevated bridge over the A505/A1301
would dominate all approaches to this roundabout. The structure and
associated highways and transport infrastructure for the bus/cycle interchange
would add visual clutter that would be more prominent than the existing petrol
filling station and restaurant (DH Views 1 23 456 7; RB V4 V5). The adverse
impact on the visual amenity of the area would be moderate increasing to
substantial close to the roundabout. From the northern end of Hinxton
(DH Views 19 20; RB V2) built development on the appeal site would be likely
to be apparent, particularly in the winter months. But given the separation
distance and screening it would have an adverse visual effect of moderate
significance.
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339. The parameter plans indicate scope for a detailed design and layout to be
devised that would not, by reason of an overbearing impact on neighbouring
residential occupiers, result in unacceptable living conditions for nearby
dwellings. However, properties towards the southern edge of Pampisford
(RB V1) would be likely to see parts of the built development proposed to the
north of the avenue in winter months. This would result in an adverse impact
of moderate significance that would reduce to slight as mitigation planting
matured.

340. From distant vantage points it was evident from my site visits that the
proposed development, with extensive planting, would be seen to be more
absorbed into the wider pattern of fields and vegetation. Built form might be
apparent in some longer views, and the overall scale of the development might
be apparent in its wider context. However, the separation distance and paucity
of elevated vantage points in this landscape would mean that where distant
views were possible, they would be of negligible or slight significance for the
visual amenity of the wider area. Nevertheless, the overall visual harm I have
identified from the proposed development would be of moderate/substantial
significance.

341. If outline planning permission is granted for the expansion of the Wellcome
Trust’'s Genome Campus into the fields to the south of the appeal site before
determination of this appeal it would be necessary to obtain a cumulative LVIA
and to provide an opportunity for the parties and interested persons to
comment on it. This would need to be assessed to consider whether the
cumulative assessment would alter the significance of the proposed AgriTech
park on the character and appearance of the area. [144,226,268]

342. Taking all the above into account, I find that the proposed development
would have an adverse effect on the character and appearance of the area of
substantial significance, which is a consideration that should be given
substantial weight in the planning balance. This would bring the proposal into
conflict with SCLP Policy NH/2, which provides that development would only be
permitted where it respects and retains, or enhances the local character and
distinctiveness of the local landscape. The application is for outline planning
permission with all matters reserved. However, even allowing for the scale and
nature of the development, the parameter plans indicate that the scheme
would conflict with the design principles set out in SCLP Policy HQ/1 concerning
the preservation of the character of the rural area (1.a) and compatibility with
its location (1.d).

[17-21,32-48,123,128,131,134,141-143,226,248,250,252,255,260,261,264-266,273-
275,277,280,282,283,286]

(3) Heritage assets

343. At Hinxton Grange the proposed development would lead to the loss of open
farmland that formed the estate, the loss of open land adjacent to the designed
parkland with built development along the park boundary and along and either
side of the avenue, and the loss or closing-off of views from the house and
reciprocal views, including from the A1301 (RB V3). The extent of the resultant
harm on the significance of the grade II listed Hinxton Grange would be within
the middle of the range of less than substantial harm. Given the group value
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between the Grange, its stable and coach house, the same level of harm would
apply to these listed buildings.

344. The scale and proximity of the proposed built development would
significantly erode the historic significance of the non-designated parkland
landscape and the avenue. The enhancements proposed for the parkland to
remove damaged trees and provide public access would be of some benefit, but
would not materially enhance the significance of the heritage assets. The
proposed development would be set back 37 m from the centre line of the
avenue towards its western end. At its eastern end development is proposed
both to the north and south of the avenue, set back some 33 m from its centre.
The proposed bunds along the eastern side of the A1301 would step down to
the existing ground level at the entrance to the avenue, and so would not
screen views into the appeal site and along the avenue from the road.

345. Notwithstanding the proposed landscaping, it would be likely that the built
development and activity associated with it would be apparent from this
vantage point on the A1301. The part of the proposed built development to the
north of the avenue would be a particularly intrusive feature in this historic
landscape. Commercial and other vehicles crossing the avenue towards its
eastern end would give the impression that the avenue was to a part of the
AgriTech park and not to an historic house. The level of harm caused to the
parkland and avenue would be moderate to high.

346. It was apparent at my site visits that Hinxton conservation area and the
grade II* Church of St Mary and St John the Evangelist have a similar setting,
which would be adversely impacted by the proximity of the proposed AgriTech
park. The change to the setting of these assets would diminish their historic
significance, but this harm would be less than substantial and at the lower end
of the range. Given the separation distance and intervening trees and
woodland, along with the local topography, I do not consider that the proposed
development would have an adverse effect on Pampisford Hall and its
registered park and garden, which I visited on my accompanied site visit.

347. The appeal site comprises part of the setting of the non-designated WWII
pillbox. There is some doubt about the reasons why the pillbox was placed in
this location, but it is probable that a key consideration was the views it offered
over the adjoining open fields. This open aspect makes a significant
contribution to the significance of the pillbox. The proposed built form within
the AgriTech park would substantially close off views to the west, and so would
erode this significance. The level of harm caused to the pillbox would be
moderate.

348. The proposed development would harm heritage assets. The harm to
designated heritage assets would be less than substantial for the purposes of
applying the Framework. This harm should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposal. The appeal scheme would also adversely affect non-
designated heritage assets, requiring a balanced judgement having regard to
the scale of this harm. Overall, I consider that the proposal would have an
adverse effect of moderate significance on heritage assets, which should be
given moderate weight in the planning balance.

[26,49-57,145-156,226,266,277,293,295]
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(4) Agricultural land

349. Some 33 ha of BMV agricultural land would be permanently lost if the
appeal scheme was implemented. The appellant considers that the proposed
development would be compliant with relevant local and national policy if the
scheme was successful in attracting development intended to improve
agricultural productivity and sustainability across the UK and internationally.
However, it seems to me that even if the proposal achieved these aims that
would not bring it into conformity with provisions in the Framework about
decisions contributing to and enhancing the local environment by, amongst
other things, protecting soils. The 33 ha of agricultural land would no longer be
available for agricultural production. That outcome would be at odds with the
requirement in the Framework to recognise the economic and other benefits of
BMV agricultural land. There would be some harm to agricultural land, which I
consider would be an adverse effect of minor significance, but nonetheless
should be given some slight weight in the planning balance.

[58,59,118,121,123,124,128,132,180,226,252,260,261,264,266,274,275,277,
284,297]

(5) Transport and highway safety

350. Local concerns about the impact of the additional traffic generated by the
appeal scheme are understandable given the existing congestion on the local
road network. Long queues at the junction of the A505 and A1301 were
evident in both am and pm peak hours whenever I visited the site. Local
residents are critical of the traffic surveys on which the appellant relies, but the
relevant highway authorities are satisfied that these are acceptable. There is
also doubt that the scheme would be likely to achieve the modal split used in
the appellant’s projections. This is acknowledged to be ambitious. However,
the proposed pedestrian/cycle enhancements would be particularly beneficial.
With the provisions in the section 106 agreement set out in Annex A to this
report, along with the suggested planning conditions, it would be a reasonable
assumption that the planned modal split could be achieved by the time the
scheme was fully occupied. I am satisfied that the technical evidence
presented by the appellant about the existing highway network and the
predicted traffic impact represents a reasonable worst-case assessment.

351. The technical evidence indicates that the proposed roundabout that would
provide access to the appeal site from the A1301 would accommodate the likely
traffic flows without having an unacceptable effect on the local road network.
In terms of off-site highway improvements, the suggested planning conditions
would secure works to junction 10 of the M11 and to the A11/A1307 junction
prior to the first occupation of any building on the appeal site. The
section 106 agreement would require completion of the McDonalds roundabout
junction improvements prior to any occupation of the proposed development.
The agreement also provides for CCC to elect for either the owners to deliver
improvements to the A505/Moorfield Road junction and the A505/Hunts Road
junction or to deliver a bond which would enable the funding of alternative
works. No more than 25,000 m? of floorspace on the appeal site could be
occupied unless these works, or approved alternative works, had been
completed.
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352. The technical evidence demonstrates that these off-site improvements to
the local road network would reasonably make adequate provision for the
additional traffic that would be generated by the proposed AgriTech park. Local
residents have concerns about constraints that might result from inadequate
link capacity between the improved junctions. However, the evidence here
indicates that it is the capacity of junctions which is the limiting factor on the
flow of traffic on the local network. Sensitivity tests indicate that even with the
proposed Wellcome expansion and the NUGV, neither of which is yet
committed, the proposed highway works would still reduce delays compared to
the baseline position at all the junctions assessed.

353. There is evidence that existing congestion at times results in rat-running of
through traffic in nearby villages, and there is local concern that this has not
been appropriately taken into account in the appellant’s highway assessment.
But it seems to me that if the proposed junction improvements operated in the
way that is envisaged, then even with the additional traffic from the AgriTech
park, drivers would be less likely to seek alternative routes through villages.
Furthermore, the section 106 agreement requires a parking management
monitoring plan with provision of a monitoring response bond, along with
provision for measures to overcome any off-site parking or rat-running.

354. Subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions and the
obligations set out in the section 106 agreement, I find no grounds to dismiss
the appeal for highway safety reasons. The appeal scheme would comply with
SCLP Policies Tl/2, Tl/3 and TI/8 concerning sustainable travel, parking and
infrastructure provision.

355. The highway authorities are aware of the local problems on the network and
there is to be a study of the A505 corridor. It is not possible at this stage to
know if any measures are likely to emerge from this process that would achieve
some of the highway improvements proposed by the appeal scheme. But
implementation of the appeal scheme would provide certainty about achieving
highway improvements that would not only be necessary to enable the
proposed AgriTech park to proceed, but would also be of more general benefit
to those using the local road network. If the appeal scheme secured these
benefits earlier than would be so if they were delivered as part of
improvements initiated by the Highway Authority, then that would be a benefit
of minor significance that should be given slight weight in the planning balance.

[83,113,114,117,119,122,123,125,127,133,172-174,177-179,226,233,248,
250,251,255,258,264-266,270,273-275,277-279,282,283,285-287,292,299]

(6) Other considerations
Biodiversity

356. In terms of biodiversity the existing arable fields are of limited habitat
value, but the woodland, trees, hedgerows and field margins are of some
nature conservation interest. The scheme proposes improved woodland
management, additional tree planting and more hedgerows. With the
imposition of appropriate planning conditions, the appellant’s Habitat Impact
Assessment Calculator for the scheme, which was not disputed at the Inquiry,
records a net biodiversity gain. This takes into consideration woodland,
grassland, wetland and other habitat, including the built environment, with a
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net score of +32.15. This is derived from a loss score of 171.22 and a gain
score of 203.37. It also records a hedgerow impact score of +9.94.

357. However, the scheme would predominantly provide urban type habitats
replacing rural countryside. In the long-term rural habitats might be locally
more valued for threatened wildlife because of their scarcity, whereas urban
type habitats are likely to be become more common with future expansion of
built development in the wider Cambridge area. For these reasons, I find that
the proposal would, overall, have a beneficial effect of minor significance on
biodiversity, which should be given slight weight in the planning balance.

[120,130,131,134,170,226,250,252,255,265,266,277,297]
Hydrology

358. There is local concern about the effects of the proposal on ground and
surface water, and the risk of flooding. Others raised issues about demand for
water in an area where rainfall might be adversely affected by climate change.
The evidence submitted indicates that local surface and ground water resources
could be safeguarded by the imposition of appropriate planning conditions, and
there is nothing to indicate that the scheme would have an unacceptable
impact on water resources. There are no grounds to dismiss the appeal
because of its likely impact on hydrology.

[83,135,226,248,250,252,255,259,260,264-266,281,294,296,297]
Pollution

359. There are local concerns about the effects of the proposal on the amenity of
the area from air and noise pollution. These are matters that could be
reasonably addressed by the imposition of appropriate planning conditions.
There are no grounds to find against the proposal because of likely harm to the
amenity of the area from pollution.

[83,122,221,226,259,265,277]
Other matters

360. Many objectors commented on the fact that the appeal site is not allocated
for development in the recently adopted SCLP. Some considered that the
proposal would result in piecemeal development in the absence of a strategic
plan for the area which took into account potential other development, such as
the NUGV and Wellcome Trust campus expansion. Cumulative impact was
raised as an issue that should best be considered in a review of the local plan.
However, the proposal falls to be determined having regard to current policy.
In the circumstances, it would not be appropriate to refuse the scheme on the
grounds of its prematurity pending a review of the local plan.

[205,249,251,257,262,263,268,277,287,288,293,301]

361. Some objectors suggested alternative sites or schemes. But it is only in
exceptional circumstances that an alternative proposal will be relevant. This is
not a case where consideration of a less harmful alternative development
becomes a material planning consideration. [116,199]
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362. The Inquiry was advised about a legal agreement affecting the appeal site,
which was undertaken by the Wellcome Trust when it owned the land. The
agreement binds successors in title. However, this is a legal matter for the
parties involved, and is not a consideration which would justify dismissing the
appeal. [126,222,277,286]

363. Some representations considered that consultation about the scheme was
inadequate, but the proposal was given appropriate publicity with reasonable
opportunities for local comment. [225,269]

364. There is local concern about the effects of the proposal on the real estate
market, but this should not be an influential consideration in determining this
appeal. [285]

(7) Employment and the economy

365. The SCLP does not specifically mention the AgriTech sector, but national and
regional strategies and economic policies encourage and promote the sector.
There is evidence that the AgriTech sector is an important sector of the regional
and national economy that has the potential for considerable growth. SCDC
shares the support expressed by the Government and other organisations for
fostering and capitalising on the opportunities presented by this sector, but
disputes that these objectives require the release of the appeal site for an
AgriTech park. [61,62,74,181-187]

366. The Cambridge cluster encompasses businesses and institutions within
about a 20-mile radius of the city. There is clear evidence of the benefits of
clustering to the growth and success of knowledge-based businesses, which is
reflected in the aims of SCLP Policy E/9. The appeal scheme would provide
some agricultural land for field trials on site, with the appellant offering
adjoining agricultural land if more extensive areas for crop trials were required
by occupiers of the proposed AgriTech park. Some businesses may benefit
from the proximity of land for trials, but there is evidence that many
agricultural research establishments utilise land for trials a considerable
distance from their main research premises. The proposed incubator units
would be beneficial to start-up enterprises. But these benefits should be seen
in a local policy context that is very supportive of hew and growing businesses.
[67-69,75-77,118,189-194,196-198,204,240,241,284]

367. Supporters of the scheme refer to the opportunities it would create for
synergies with other science parks in the Cambridge sub-region, and that it
would provide access to an on-site AgriTech community. This is considered to
be especially significant as it would be located in East Anglia, which is an
important agricultural area. There is evidence of considerable interest in the
scheme, but no specific commitments to taking up the opportunities that the
AgriTech park is perceived to provide. The representations in support of the
proposal are of a general nature, which appear to have been made without the
benefit of any details about how the site would be managed and operated, and
particularly how occupation of the site would be controlled. Representations
refer to a wide range of activities, including an opportunity for a producer’s
food hub, sustainable food distribution and national logistics. Representations
refer to the need for planning permission to provide certainty, as a basis to
explore further collaboration with the appellant and the AgriTech community,
and in order to progress discussions. Even where genuine interest in the
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appeal scheme is expressed, or consideration given to taking up office space in
the incubator units, taking this interest further was considered by supporters of
the scheme to be dependent upon the AgriTech park receiving planning
permission. Nevertheless, if the scheme achieved the benefits claimed by the
appellant it would gain support from national and regional strategies and
economic policies to encourage and promote the AgriTech sector.
[227,231,232,234,235,236-246,256,272,300]

368. A use class B1 development with 112,000 m? of employment floorspace
within the Cambridge area would generate considerable economic benefits, the
quantum of which was not disputed at the Inquiry. However, many
submissions expressed concern about the wide breadth and scope of the
appellant’s definition of AgriTech, and the possibility that the scheme would in
future become a general business park, with a focus on commercialisation.
Some objectors question whether there is a credible business case for the
scheme in the absence of any collaboration or relationship with the University
of Cambridge, or with existing bio-tech research parks and establishments in
the locality. With no identified anchor tenant for the scheme, objectors argue
that the proposal would not be integrated with key UK AgriTech enterprises.
There is also concern about the scheme lacking the scientific leadership, focus
or governance, that would be necessary to mitigate against any future
divergence from the AgriTech credentials of the initiative, leading to it
effectively operating as a general science or business park.
[27,28,79,115,124,204,226,229,230,247,250,253,254,259,260,262,265,267,270,277,
279, 282,286-288]

369. There is an existing cluster of AgriTech businesses in the Cambridge area
operating from a number of dispersed sites and locations. There is also a
generous supply of employment land in the area. Some objectors argue that
with almost full employment there is no need for an additional 4,000 jobs. The
appellant considers that the Cambridge cluster would be significantly enhanced
if existing and future businesses had the opportunity to co-locate on a large
site, which provided agricultural land for research, trials and the
commercialisation of AgriTech innovations in the field, so that the sector would
be more competitive and successful in the longer term compared to a dispersed
model. [63-66,70-73,81,121,137,194,200,201,276]

370. Some businesses might benefit from co-location on a single AgriTech site,
but others might be content to share information, skills and ideas more
remotely within a dispersed AgriTech cluster within the Cambridge area. There
is no convincing evidence to quantify the need for co-location on a single large
site. There is nothing to demonstrate the level of likely advantage such a
cluster might have over the future development of the dispersed cluster that
has emerged in the Cambridge area. This is especially so as the appellant
argues that many of the enterprises that would take up premises in the
proposed AgriTech park do not currently exist, and that the emergence of some
would be dependent upon technologies and applications which have yet to be
invented. That may well be so, but it does mean that the proposal must then
be put forward on a speculative basis. However, the fact that the application is
in outline, and the lack of identified likely occupiers, are not considerations
which weigh against the proposal. Nevertheless, the particular nature and
scale of this speculative proposal means that it would be imperative that
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effective controls were imposed regarding future occupation of the proposed
AgriTech park. [31,80,202,203]

371. The benefits of the proposed AgriTech park, over and above those which
might in any event result from future development of the existing AgriTech
cluster in Cambridge utilising existing and allocated employment provision,
would be significant if the economic contribution envisaged by the appellant
could be achieved in practice. However, these benefits would only be realised
if an effective user restriction was imposed to ensure that occupiers complied
with specified AgriTech requirements, so that the development did not become
a general business park. But there was no agreement at the Inquiry about
what form these necessary restrictions should take. [82]

372. Suggested Condition 12a would define AgriTech as science-based and/or
technology-based development of products, services and applications designed
to improve yield, resource efficiency, sustainability, health and profitability in
agriculture, horticulture and the food chain. This definition could encompass
many and varied uses and activities and would be so imprecise that it would be
likely to give rise to disputes about compliance and difficulties in taking
effective enforcement action. The reference to ‘the food chain’ could potentially
incorporate a wide range of activities that would fall outside the appellant’s
concept of AgriTech as it was advanced at the Inquiry. The appellant states
that the emphasis here would be on the commercialisation process, which it
considers to be the successful production, marketing, sale and servicing of a
range of things, including physical products, services or computer-related or
other applications. Such an expansive user restriction, combined with the
appellant’s emphasis on commercialisation, would be open to a wide
interpretation that could result in the development operating largely as a
general business park. Conditions 12b and 12c¢ would similarly lack the
necessary precision to comply with the tests for valid planning conditions.

[138]

373. Condition 12d suggested by SCDC would require a needs assessment at
reserved matters stage and for initial and subsequent occupation of the
proposed incubator units. A needs assessment must demonstrate either an
operational need for the prospective occupier to be located on the site in
relation to the proximity to nearby land in agricultural use; or a need for the
prospective occupier to be located adjacent to other permitted businesses on
the site. But it seems to me that this might exclude occupiers who did not
meet these requirements, but might otherwise accord with legitimate
aspirations for the proposed AgriTech park. The first occupier would have to
meet requirement a) proximity to land in agricultural use, as compliance with
b) would not apply if there were no other occupiers. Furthermore, an
innovative AgriTech use, which did not need to be co-located with other
AgriTech occupiers on the site at that time, and required no nearby agricultural
land, would fail to comply. A requirement for such a needs assessment at
reserved matters stage could also unreasonably impact on the deliverability of
the development where the occupier might not be known at that stage. The
condition would require first and subsequent occupation of any building to be
substantially in accordance with the associated need assessment. This would
lack precision in setting out what was required to discharge the condition. I do
not consider that Condition 12d would meet the tests for valid conditions.
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374. Condition 12e incorporates the appellant’s preferred definition for AgriTech
(12a), and adds a requirement for approval prior to occupation with need
demonstrated by either a requirement of proximity to agricultural land or for
co-location with other uses on site. The incubator units would be excluded
from a needs assessment. For the incubator units and after 10 years of first
occupation for other users, an occupation restriction would only apply by virtue
of the 12a part of the condition. However, for the reasons set out above, 12a
would lack the necessary precision. I do not consider that Condition 12e would
meet the tests for valid conditions.

375. The Framework provides that significant weight should be placed on the
need to support economic growth and productivity. However, without effective
controls there would be nothing to prevent the proposed AgriTech park from
becoming a general business park. Given the ample existing and planned
provision in the Cambridge area for employment and business development,
the benefits that would result from a general business park in this countryside
location would be limited. Some form of occupier restriction would be
necessary to ensure that the claimed benefits of the AgriTech park would be
realised. However, in my view none of the suggested conditions would meet
the tests of necessity, reasonableness and precision. The absence of an
appropriate mechanism to control occupation of the AgriTech park diminishes
the weight that can be given to the claimed benefits of the proposal. In these
circumstances, I find that the need for and benefits of the proposed
development would be of minor significance, and a consideration which should
attract no more than slight weight in the planning balance.

376. However, if the Secretary of State considers that any of the occupancy
restriction conditions suggested by either SCDC or the appellant would be
policy compliant, or that it would be possible, by going back to the parties, to
devise a lawful and policy compliant means to restrict occupation, so that the
scheme would achieve the benefits claimed by the appellant, then the
contribution to the economy would be a matter that should be given substantial
weight in the planning balance.

[78,104-107,213-218,302-308]
(8) Planning balance

377. The appellant’s case for the AgriTech park relies on an argued need for the
scheme and the benefits which would result. This is based on the view that a
single large bespoke site for AgriTech is required if policy ambitions are to be
achieved. For the reasons set out above, I am not convinced that the evidence
indicates that this is the decisive consideration that warrants the weight
attributed to it by the appellant. However, the Secretary of State may come to
a different view about this, and the following balancing exercises consider
alternative inputs, depending upon whether the need/benefits issue is awarded
slight weight, on the basis of my findings in section (7) of this report, or should
attract substantial weight reflecting the appellant’s case.

378. Before doing so it is necessary to consider how the Framework deals with
heritage assets. Considerable weight and importance should be given to the
harm identified to the designated heritage assets. In my judgement, the public
benefits of the scheme in terms of employment and its contribution to the
economy would outweigh the harm to both designated and non-designated
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heritage assets if substantial weight was given to the need for and benefits of
the appeal scheme. However, this would not be the case if the need/benefits
consideration was only given slight weight. In the latter case the moderate
harm to heritage assets would not be outweighed by the public benefits of the
proposal.

379. If the Secretary of State finds that the proposed development is
inappropriate in the Green Belt, the planning balance would be whether the
harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, was clearly
outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the VSC necessary to
justify the development. The harm to the Green Belt should, by definition, be
given substantial weight. In addition, the proposal would have an adverse
effect on the character and appearance of the area, which should be given
substantial weight. Moderate weight should be given to the harm identified to
heritage assets. Slight weight should be given to the loss of BMV agricultural
land. If the appeal scheme brought forward highway improvements sooner
than otherwise would be so, then the beneficial impact should be given slight
weight. The benefits to biodiversity should also be given slight weight for the
reasons set out above. In this scenario, irrespective of whether the
need/benefits consideration was given slight or substantial weight, it is my
judgement that the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm,
would not be clearly outweighed by other considerations, and the VSC
necessary to justify the development would not exist.

380. If the Secretary of State finds that the proposed development is not
inappropriate development in the Green Belt the planning balance is a straight
weighing of benefits against harm. If the need/benefits consideration was
given slight weight, I do not consider that this, combined with the slight weight
for both transport and biodiversity benefits, would be sufficient to outweigh the
substantial weight to be given to the harm to the character and appearance of
the area, along with the moderate weight to the harm to heritage assets and
slight weight arising from the loss of BMV agricultural land. If the
need/benefits consideration was given substantial weight the matter would be
more finely balanced. However, in my judgement, the overall harm I have
identified would still be sufficient to tip the planning balance against the
proposal.

381. In scenarios for both inappropriate and ‘appropriate’ development in the
Green Belt, and for awarding the need/benefits of the appeal scheme either
slight or substantial weight, I find that the planning balance falls against the
proposed development.

[96-98,170,224]
(9) Development Plan

382. The Secretary of State is required to decide this appeal having regard to the
development plan, and to make the determination in accordance with it, unless
material considerations indicate otherwise. The development plan includes the
South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 (SCLP), relevant policies of which are
summarised in Annex B of this report. Irrespective of how the appeal scheme
came about, and submissions about previous proposals to develop the appeal
site, the current scheme should be determined on its planning merits having
regard to relevant policy. The SCLP does not specifically refer to AgriTech
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development. However, it was found to be sound on the basis of the policies
contained within it for employment provision and economic growth.

383. The requirement in SCLP Policy HQ/1 1.a to preserve or enhance the
character of the local urban and rural area is not inconsistent with the
Framework because the application of this requirement is qualified as
appropriate to the scale and nature of the development. SCLP Policy NH/14
sets out when development proposals would be supported, and so is not
inconsistent with heritage policies in the Framework. 1 have had regard to the
basket of policies which are most important for determining this appeal (as set
out in Annex B to this report), and I am satisfied that they are, taken as a
whole, consistent with the Framework.

384. Subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions and the
obligations set out in the planning agreement, the appeal scheme would
comply with SCLP Policies TI/2, TI/3 and TI/8 concerning sustainable travel,
parking and infrastructure provision. The proposal would not gain support from
Policy S/1 if the planning balance fell against it because in those circumstances
it would not represent sustainable development. In terms of Policy S/2 the
proposal would support economic growth, but would not protect the character
of South Cambridgeshire. The scheme would gain some support from
Policy S/5 because it would assist in achieving the plan’s target for additional
jobs. Some support would also come from Policy NH/4, which requires new
development to aim to maintain or enhance biodiversity. However, the
proposal would harm heritage assets and so would not gain support from
Policy NH/14.

385. For the reasons set out above the proposal would conflict with Policies HQ/1
and NH/2 concerning the local landscape. It would also be at odds with
Policy SC/9 because lighting would be likely to have an unacceptable adverse
impact on the surrounding countryside. If the Secretary of State finds that the
planning balance falls against the proposed development, then sustainability
considerations and the need for the development would not be sufficient to
override the need to protect the agricultural value of land. As the scheme
would result in the irreversible loss of BMV agricultural land it would
consequently be at odds with Policy NH/3. Policy E/9 provides for locally driven
clusters as they emerge. However, if the Secretary of State finds that the
planning balance falls against the proposed development the scheme would not
be in a suitable location, and so would conflict with Policy E/9 concerning the
promotion of clusters. Overall, the proposal would not be supported by other
policies in the SCLP, and so would conflict with Policy S/7 concerning
development outside development frameworks.

386. If the Secretary of State finds that the development would be inappropriate
in the Green Belt and finds that VSC do not exist, then the proposed
development would not accord with the objectives set out in Policy S/2, and it
would also conflict with Policies S/4 and NH/8.

387. Taking all the above into account, I find that the proposal would, if the
planning balance falls against the scheme, conflict with the development plan
when taken as a whole.

[22,29,30,60,99-102,184-186,206-212,277]
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(10) Framework and Guidance

388. Relevant provisions of the Guidance have been taken into account in
assessing the appeal scheme. In terms of compliance with the Framework the
scheme would gain some support from the need to support economic growth
and productivity, and from providing net gains for biodiversity. On transport
grounds the proposal would have a neutral or slight beneficial effect, not the
unacceptable impact on highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts
on the road network that would justify a refusal on highway grounds.

389. However, the appeal scheme would be at odds with policy about enhancing
the local environment and recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside and the economic and other benefits of BMV agricultural land. In
applying policies in the Framework for heritage assets, I have found that the
public benefits of the scheme would outweigh the harm to both designated and
non-designated heritage assets if substantial weight was given to the need for
and benefits of the proposal, but would not do so if the need/benefits
consideration was only given slight weight. If the Secretary of State finds that
the development would be inappropriate in the Green Belt and finds that VSC
do not exist, then the proposed development would also conflict with national
policy concerning the Green Belt. But irrespective of whether the proposal is
inappropriate or ‘appropriate’ development in the Green Belt, and whether the
appellant’s need/benefits case is given slight or substantial weight, I consider
that the scheme would be at odds with the policy in the Framework, when
considered as a whole. [23-25]

(11) Planning conditions and obligations
Conditions

390. Suggested conditions, in the event that outline planning permission was
granted, were the subject of a round-table without-prejudice discussion at the
Inquiry. The written list of conditions submitted by the appellant includes pre-
commencement conditions which are agreed. In the following paragraphs the
Condition numbers are as they appear in the Schedule of Conditions attached
to this report.

391. The standard outline conditions would be necessary which specified
appropriate time periods (Conditions 1-5). Otherwise than as set out in the
decision and conditions, it would be necessary that the development was
carried out in accordance with the approved plans, to ensure that it was in
accordance with the scheme considered at the Inquiry (Condition 6).

392. Provision for access and highway improvements would be necessary in the
interests of highway safety in accordance with SCLP Policies Tl/2 and TI/8.
(Conditions 7-9). Condition 10 would be necessary in order to clarify the
parameters of the permission in terms of overall floorspace for uses and total
number of car parking spaces. A condition would be required to ensure that
agricultural land was available for AgriTech occupiers (Condition 11).

393. The parties could not agree on the wording for Condition 12 concerning an
occupancy restriction. None of the suggested variations to this condition would
pass the relevant policy tests. In the event that the Secretary of State is
minded to grant outline planning permission it would be necessary to go back

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate Page 90



https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Report APP/W0530/W/18/3210008

to the parties to devise a valid occupancy condition or other appropriate means
to control occupation of the proposed AgriTech park.

394. A condition would be required to ensure that the class D1 and D2 uses did
not attract additional external traffic movements to the site (Condition 13).
Condition 14 would be necessary to ensure that appropriate mitigation was
carried out. Conditions would be required to ensure that A3 and A5 uses
remained ancillary to the function of the site and did not attract external trips
onto the network unrelated to the AgriTech function of the site, and a
restriction of permitted development for office conversions to dwelling houses
would be necessary and reasonable because of the particular needs of the
proposed scheme to be located in this rural location (Condition 15).

395. Condition 16 would be necessary to clarify how the site was to be phased to
assist with the determination of subsequent reserved matters applications and
in order to ensure that major infrastructure provision and environmental
mitigation was provided in time to cater for the needs and impacts arising out
of the development in accordance with SCLP Policy TI/8. Early provision of the
proposed incubator units would be necessary to achieve the benefits of the
proposed development (Condition 17). Reporting on the phased delivery of
infrastructure and mitigation would be necessary to identify any changes
required to phasing (Condition 18).

396. Condition 19 would be necessary to ensure sufficient sewerage
infrastructure capacity in accordance with SCLP Policies CC/9 and TI/8. In
order to prepare the site for development a condition would be necessary
regarding enabling works (Condition 20). Site-wide and detailed Construction
Environmental Management Plans (CEMP) would be required to protect the
amenities and environment of residents and other sensitive receptors in
accordance with SCLP Policy CC/6 (Conditions 21 and 22).

397. A community liaison group would be required given the scale and wide-
reaching environmental impacts of the proposal in accordance with SCLP
Policy CC/6 (Condition 23). A site wide Construction Transport Management
Plan (CTMP) would ensure that the construction of the development minimised
its environmental impacts in accordance with SCLP Policies CC/6 and Tl/2
(Condition 24). For similar reasons a site wide Construction Waste
Management Plan (CWMP) would be necessary (Condition 25). Controls to
avoid unnecessary noise from piling operations in accordance with SCLP
Policy CC/7 and to prevent pollution would be required (Condition 26).

398. Condition 27 would ensure that no contaminated material was brought onto
the site, in accordance with SCLP Policy CC/6. Odour controls would protect
the amenities of users of the AgriTech park in accordance with SCLP
Policy SC/14 (Condition 28). A site-wide car parking strategy would ensure
that the number of car parking spaces on site did not exceed 2,000 and that
parking provision was provided at appropriate levels for each permitted use,
having regard to SCLP Policy TI/3 (Condition 29). Condition 30 would provide
for a site wide Ecological Conservation Management Plan (ECMP) to ensure that
the development of the site conserved and enhanced ecology (SCLP Policy
NH/4).

399. A lighting strategy would be necessary to minimise light pollution in
accordance with SCLP Policy SC/9 (Condition 31). Condition 32 would seek to
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ensure that the development and subsequent reserved matters proposals
adequately addressed climate change in accordance with SCLP Policies CC/1,
CC/3 and CC/4. A site wide Heritage Protection and Management Plan would
ensure heritage assets were afforded protection to comply with SCLP

Policy NH/14 (Condition 33). Condition 34 would require a Strategic Surface
Water Drainage Strategy in order to safeguard against the risk of flooding, to
ensure adequate flood control, maintenance and efficient use and management
of water within the site, to ensure the quality of the water entering receiving
water courses was appropriate and monitored and to promote the use of
sustainable urban drainage systems in accordance with SCLP Policies CC/7,
CC/8, CC/9 and Adoption and Maintenance of Sustainable Drainage Systems in
South Cambridgeshire (2016). To comply with SCLP Policies CC/1 and TI/8 a
Refuse and Recycling Strategy would be necessary (Condition 35).

400. In the interests of the public realm a site-wide Estate Management Strategy
would be required having regard to SCLP Policies HQ/1 and Tl/3 (Condition 36).
A Design Guide should be approved and implemented to ensure high standards
of urban design consistent with SCLP Policy HQ/1 and District Design Guide:
High Quality and Sustainable Development (2010) Supplementary Planning
Document (Condition 37). A site-wide topographical plan with cross-sections
(Condition 38) would be necessary to provide a strategic approach to land form
cut and fill in the interests of the visual amenity of the area (SCLP Policies HQ/1
and NH/2). [Condition 39 was not used]

401. A Strategic Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (SLEMP) would be
required in accordance with SCLP Policy HQ/1 and SCDC Landscape in New
Developments (2010) SPD (Condition 40). For similar reasons measures would
be necessary to protect trees (Conditions 41, 42 and 43). Details for hard and
soft landscaping, along with ecological measures would need to be specified
and implemented (Conditions 44, 45 and 46) to ensure that the development
was consistent with SCDC’s Landscape in New Developments (2010) SPD, and
enhanced ecology in accordance with SCLP Policies NH/4 and HQ/1. A detailed
lighting scheme for each phase would be necessary in the interests of the
appearance of the area (Condition 47). Pedestrian and cycle routes for each
phase (Condition 48) should be approved and implemented to ensure that
appropriate connections were provided for the scheme (SCLP Policies HQ/1 and
TI/2). For similar reasons details of car and cycle parking in each phase would
need to be approved and implemented (Conditions 49 and 50).

402. BREEAM standards (Conditions 51 and 52) should be specified in accordance
with the ES commitments and to ensure a high level of sustainable design
(SCLP Policies CC/1, CC/2, CC/3 and CC/4). A Sustainability Statement
(Condition 53) would be necessary in the interests of reducing carbon dioxide
emissions and promoting principles of sustainable construction and efficient use
of buildings (SCLP Policy CC/1).

403. There is a dispute about Condition 54 concerning the future review of the
sustainability strategy and targets. SCDC considers that the condition would be
necessary in the interests of reducing carbon dioxide emissions, promoting
principles of sustainable construction, the efficient use of buildings, and in view
of the duration of the proposed development, having regard to SCLP Policies
CC/1, CC/3 and CC/4. These are laudable aims, but I am not convinced, given
the wording of the suggested condition, that it would meet the policy tests. 1
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share the appellant’s view that the condition would not provide the necessary
certainty about what was required from the developer, and so in the form
suggested it would be unreasonable. [108,219]

404. Conditions 55, 56 and 57 would be necessary to reduce carbon emissions
and in the interests of climate change adaptation. The location and provision of
fire hydrants (Condition 58) would need to be approved in order to secure
appropriate firefighting infrastructure in accordance with the advice of the
Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue Service (SCLP Policy TI/8). Condition 59
requires a minimum of 20% of the car parking spaces to have electric vehicle
charging points in the interests of adapting to and mitigating climate change
(SCLP 2018 Policies Tl/2 and CC/1).

405. A Detailed Surface Water Scheme (Condition 60) would be necessary in
order to safeguard against the risk of flooding, to ensure adequate flood
control, maintenance and efficient use and management of water within the
site, to ensure the quality of the water entering receiving water courses is
appropriate and monitored and to promote the use of sustainable urban
drainage systems (SCLP Policies CC/7, CC/8, CC/9 and Adoption and
Maintenance of Sustainable Drainage Systems in South Cambridgeshire (2016).
A scheme to dispose of foul water drainage would be necessary to prevent
pollution (Condition 61).

406. A programme of archaeological work (Condition 62) would be necessary in
order to appropriately protect and investigate the archaeological heritage of the
site (SCLP Policy NH/14). Soil movement and restoration (Condition 63) would
need to be controlled to accord with SCLP Policies NH/3 and NH/4.

407. Condition 64 concerning land contamination and remediation would be
necessary to ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of
the land and neighbouring land were minimised in accordance with SCLP
Policy SC/11.

408. It would not be necessary to impose any other conditions. Some minor
changes to the wording of conditions suggested by the parties are necessary to
ensure that a permitted scheme would accord with the details of the proposal
that was considered at the Inquiry, and to ensure that conditions were precise
and enforceable. I have omitted discretionary clauses which could result in
fundamental changes to some aspects of the scheme considered at the Inquiry.
References to some of the documents cited in the suggested conditions have
also been updated in the Schedule of Conditions attached to this report.

Obligations

409. The obligations concerning a Public and Private Transport Service Strategy,
with a Service Level Agreement and a Private Shuttle Bus Service would be
necessary to ensure that appropriate bus services were provided given the
rural location. Parking Management and Monitoring Plans, along with a
Monitoring Response Sum Bond would be required to overcome any off-site
parking or rat-running. A Shared Multi-User Route pursuant to the Highways
Act, along with junction improvements to McDonalds roundabout would be
required to secure necessary highway improvements. A Framework Travel
Plan, along with an Annual Action Plan, with Review and Monitoring and
Individual Travel Plans, together with a Travel Plan Enhancement Bond would
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be necessary to minimise reliance on transport by private cars. A Strategic
Public Open Space Plan would be required in the interests of the amenity of the
area. These obligations would be necessary, directly related to the proposed
development, and fairly and reasonably related to the proposal in terms of
scale and kind.

410. The obligation provides for CCC to elect for the owners to deliver the New
Bus/Cycle Interchange, the A505/Moorfield Road Works, and the A505/Hunts
Road Works, or to deliver bonds which would enable the funding of alternative
works. No more than 25,000 m? of floorspace could be occupied unless these
works had been completed. These provisions would provide a pragmatic
solution if it proved that highway constraints on the appeal scheme could be
better resolved in a scheme initiated by the Highway Authority. On this basis,
it seems to me that the possibility of a contribution instead of constructing the
works would reasonably comply with the CIL Regulations.

411. Essex County Council seeks a contribution of £2.5 m to the cost of a
pedestrian and cycle bridge linking the appeal site to the proposed NUGV.
However, planning for the NUGV is at an early stage and the link would not be
necessary in order to make the AgriTech development acceptable in planning
terms. Furthermore, no justification has been provided by reference to any
Essex policy or guidance relating to such financial contributions. However, it
would be necessary and reasonable for the obligation to recognise the
desirability of a link between the developments should the NUGV proceed, and
for the owners to use reasonable endeavours to allow implementation to permit
pedestrians, cyclists or other suitable transport users to move between the
appeal site and the NUGV. [11,103,175,176,220,289,302-309]

Overall conclusions

412. I have found that the planning balance would fall against the proposed
development in all scenarios, irrespective of whether the scheme is, or is not,
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and whether the appellant’s
need/benefits case is given slight, or substantial, weight. The proposal would
conflict with the development plan, taken as a whole, and would not gain
support from the Framework. There are no material considerations which
indicate that the appeal should be determined other than in accordance with
the development plan. For the reasons given above and having regard to all
other matters raised in evidence, I conclude that the appeal should be
dismissed.

413. However, if the Secretary of State considers that substantial weight should
be given to the appellant’s need/benefits case for the appeal scheme, and also
finds that the planning balance falls in favour of the proposed development,
having regard to relevant policy, then it would be necessary to devise
appropriate occupancy controls to enable a valid outline planning permission to
be granted.
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Recommendations

414. The appeal be determined on the basis of the amended Landscape and open
space parameter plan Drawing No0.235701B-LA-PP103A.

415. The description of the proposed development be amended to an AgriTech
technology park comprising up to 112,000 m? (gross) employment floorspace,
supporting infrastructure, amenities and landscape works including publicly
accessible informal open space, enhancements to parkland; vehicle and cycle
parking; service areas; bus/cycle interchange on land west of the A1301 /
north of A505; and infrastructure works including new vehicular accesses,
highway improvement works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings
over A1301 / A505 and River Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and
surface water pumping stations and primary electricity sub station;
telecommunications infrastructure and other associated works.

416. I recommend that the appeal should be dismissed for the reasons set out
above.

417. However, if the Secretary of State is minded to allow the appeal and to
grant outline planning permission, then the conditions considered necessary to
be imposed, with two exceptions, are set out in the Schedule of Conditions
attached to this report. It would be necessary to go back to the parties to
devise controls on the future occupation of the site, by imposing an amended
version of Condition 12, or by means of an appropriate planning obligation. It
would not be reasonable to impose suggested Condition 54.

John Woolcock.

Inspector
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Managing Director Terence O'Rourke Limited
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INTERESTED PERSONS:

Prof William Brown
Cllr Peter McDonald
Rupert Kirby

Clir Peter Topping

John F Williams

Cllr Aureole Wragg

Cllr Sian Wombwell

Tony Orgee

Dr Alan James BSc Tech PhD
MBCS CITP MIMMM CEnv

Chair Hinxton Parish Council

District Councillor SCDC

Local resident

District Councillor for the Whittlesford Ward of
SCDC and County Councillor for Duxford Division
of Cambridge County Council

Local resident

Pampisford Parish Council

Ickleton Parish Council

Local resident

Chairman CPRE Cambridgeshire & Peterborough
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PROOFS OF EVIDENCE and APPENDICES

APP1

APP2

APP3

APP4

APP5

APP6

APP7

APP8

Appellant

Andy Hill
1.1 Summary
1.2 Proof of Evidence
1.3 Appendices 1-3
Martin Collison
2.1 Summary
2.2 Proof of Evidence
2.3 Appendices 1 and 2
Steve Lucas
3.1 Summary
3.2 Proof of Evidence
Rob Sadler
4.1 Summary
4.2 Proof of Evidence
4.3 Appendix 1
Richard Burton
5.1 Summary
5.2 Proof of Evidence
5.3 Figures 1-7 and Appendices A-F
5.4 Rebuttal and Figure 1
[The following submitted at the Inquiry]
5.5 Response by Mr Burton to LPA3.4 including Drawing
No.235701B-LA-PP103A
John Trehy
6.1 Summary
6.2 Proof of Evidence
6.3 Appendices 1-4
Rupert Lyons
7.1 Summary
7.2 Proof of Evidence
7.3 Appendices A-O
7.4 Supplementary and Rebuttal Appendix RL-A
[The following submitted at the Inquiry]
7.5 Further Rebuttal Proof
Tim Hancock
8.1 Summary
8.2 Proof of Evidence
8.3 Appendices A-S

Continued
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South Cambridgeshire District Council

LPA1 Phillipa Jarvis
1.1 Summary
1.2 Proof of Evidence
1.3 Appendices PJ1 and PJ]2
LPA2 Cristina Howick
2.1 & 2.2 Main Proof of Evidence
2.3 Appendices A-D
2.4 Rebuttal
2.5 Rebuttal Appendices A and B
LPA3 David Huskisson
3.1 Summary
3.2 Proof of Evidence
3.3A Appendices 1-4
3.3B Plans and Photographs
3.4 Response of SCDC to FEI landscape and visual matters
[The following submitted at the Inquiry]
3.5 Updated table of effects Day 1 Winter
3.6 Errata
3.7 DH1 DH2 and DH3
3.8 Extract with plans Cambridge Green Belt Study CD9.3
LPA4 Adrian Gascoyne
4.1 Summary
4.2 Proof of Evidence & Figures 1-34
4.3 Appendices A-G

SCHEDULE OF PLANS AND DRAWINGS

Application plans and drawings

Site location plan Drawing No0.235701B-LA-001 A3

Existing site plan Drawing No0.235701B-LA-002

Land use parameter plan Drawing No0.235701B-LA-PP101 rev A

Movement and access parameter plan Drawing No0.235701B-LA-PP102
Landscape and open space parameter plan Drawing No.235701B-LA-PP103
Development density parameter plan Drawing No.235701B-LA-PP104
Height parameter plan Drawing No.235701B-LA-PP105

Amended plan submitted at the Inquiry

Landscape and open space parameter plan Drawing N0.235701B-LA-PP103A
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ANNEX A
Summary of obligations in section 106 agreement dated 31 July 2019
Schedule 1

Requires the owners of the site to submit a Public and Private Transport Service
Strategy for approval prior to commencement. Prior to occupation a Service
Level Agreement would ensure that a bus service is provided in accordance
with the approved Public and Private Transport Service Strategy for a period of
5 years or until the service is commercially viable and self-sufficient.

Requires the owners of the site to provide a Private Shuttle Bus Service in
accordance with the approved Public and Private Transport Service Strategy for
the lifetime of the development.

Requires the site owners to submit for approval a Parking Management Plan
prior to occupation and thereafter implement it for the duration of the
development.

Requires the site owners to submit for approval a Parking Management
Monitoring Plan prior to occupation and thereafter implement it with provision
of a Monitoring Response Sum Bond, and provision for measures to overcome
any offsite parking or rat running.

A Shared Multi-User Route pursuant to the Highways Act would be required.

The obligation provides for CCC to elect for the owners to deliver the New
Bus/Cycle Interchange or to deliver a bond which would enable the funding of
alternative works for the New Bus/Cycle Interchange. No more than 25,000 m?
of floorspace could be occupied unless the Interchange or approved alternative
works had been completed.

Requires the owners to complete the McDonalds Roundabout junction
improvements prior to occupation.

The obligation provides for CCC to elect for the owners to deliver the
A505/Moorfield Road Works or to deliver a bond which would enable the
funding of alternative works. No more than 25,000 m? of floorspace could be
occupied unless the A505/Moorfield Road Works or approved alternative works
had been completed.

The obligation provides for CCC to elect for the owners to deliver the
A505/Hunts Road Works or to deliver a bond which would enable the funding of
alternative works. No more than 25,000 m? of floorspace could be occupied
unless the A505/Hunts Road Works or approved alternative works had been
completed.

In the event that the North Uttlesford Garden Village (NUGV) is allocated for
housing and planning permission granted within 7 years which provides links
across the A11 the owners shall use reasonable endeavours to allow
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implementation to permit pedestrians, cyclists or other suitable transport users
to move between the appeal site and the NUGV.

Requires submission for approval of a Framework Travel Plan, along with an
Annual Action Plan, with Review and Monitoring and Individual Travel Plans. It
also provides for a Travel Plan Enhancement Bond.

Requires the owners to submit for approval a Strategic Public Open Space Plan.

Schedule 2 sets out CCC'’s obligations
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ANNEX B
Summary of relevant policies of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 (SCLP)

S/1 The vision provides for sustainable economic growth with residents having a
superb quality of life in an exceptionally beautiful, rural and green environment.

S/2 Sets out 6 key objectives; a. to support economic growth and South
Cambridgeshire’s (SC) position as a world leader in research and technology based
industries, research, and education, and supporting the rural economy; b. to protect
the character of SC, including built and natural heritage, protecting the GB, new
development should enhance the area, and protect and enhance biodiversity; c. To
provide land for housing; d. to deliver high quality well-designed development; e. to
ensure new development provides or has access to a range of services and facilities
that support healthy lifestyles and well-being; and f. to maximise potential for
journeys to be undertaken by sustainable modes.

S/3 Accords with the presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in
the 2012 NPPF.

S/4 Defines the Cambridge Green Belt and states that new development in the Green
Belt would only be permitted in accordance with national Green Belt policy.

S/5 Development will meet the needs for 22,000 additional jobs to support the
Cambridge Cluster and provide a diverse range of local jobs.

S/6 Sets out a development strategy for jobs in the following order of preference: on
the edge of Cambridge, at new settlements, in the rural area at rural centres and
minor rural centres.

S/7 Provides that outside development Frameworks only development for, amongst
other things, uses which need to be located in the countryside or where supported by
other policies in the plan would be permitted.

S/13 Provides for a review of the SCLP to commence before the end of 2019.

CC/1 Concerns mitigation and adaptation to climate change.

CC/2 and CC/3 Deal with renewable and low carbon energy generation.

CC/4 Concerns water efficiency.

CC/6 Concerns construction methods.

CC/7 Concerns water quality.

CC/8 Concerns sustainable drainage.

CC/9 Concerns flood risk.

HQ/1 Requires high quality design. As appropriate to the scale and nature of the
development, proposals must, amongst other things, 1.a preserve or enhance the
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character of the local rural area and respond to its context in the wider landscape,
1.b conserve or enhance important natural and historic assets and their setting, and
1.d be compatible with its location and appropriate in terms of scale, density, mass,
form, siting, design, proportion, materials, texture and colour in relation to the
surrounding area.

NH/2 Permits development where it respects and retains, or enhances the local
character and distinctiveness of the local landscape and of the individual National
Character Area in which it is located.

NH/3 Provides that planning permission would not be granted for development which
would lead to the irreversible loss of Grades 1,2 or 3a agricultural land unless 1. The
land is allocated for development, 2. Sustainability considerations and the need for
the development are sufficient to override the need to protect the agricultural value
of the land.

NH/4 States that new development must aim to maintain, enhance, restore or add to
biodiversity.

NH/8 States that any development in the Green Belt must be located and designed
so that it would not have an adverse effect on the rural character and openness of
the Green Belt.

NH/14 Supports development proposals when they sustain and enhance the special
character and distinctiveness of the SCDC'’s historic environment.

E/1 Supports employment development on Cambridge Science Park where they
enable the continued development of the Cambridge Cluster of high technology
research and development companies.

E/9 States, amongst other things, that development proposals in suitable locations
will be permitted which support the development of employment clusters, drawing on
the specialisms of the Cambridge area in certain specified sectors, along with other
locally driven clusters as they emerge.

E/15 Concerns established employment areas

SC/9 Permits development which includes new external lighting only where it can be
demonstrated that lighting and levels are the minimum required for reasons of public
safety and security, and there is no unacceptable adverse impact on the local
amenity of nearby properties, or on the surrounding countryside.

SC/11 Concerns contaminated land.
SC/12 and SC/14 concern emissions to air.

Tl/2 States that development must be located and designed to reduce the need to
travel, particularly by car, and promote sustainable travel appropriate to its location.
Planning permission for development likely to give rise to increased traffic demands
will only be granted where the site has or will attain sufficient integration and
accessibility by walking, cycling or public and community transport. Larger
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developments (over 1 ha) are required to demonstrate that they have maximised
opportunities for sustainable travel.

TI/3 Sets out indicative parking standards

TI/8 Concerns infrastructure provision to make schemes acceptable in planning
terms.

The Glossary defines ‘Clusters’ as groups of companies in related activities, often
sharing similar skills and infrastructure, within a specific area — The Cambridge
Clusters are related to high tech clusters (including high tech firms, Cambridge
University and the research institutes and related specialist services e.g biotech and
medical uses at Granta Park.
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SCHEDULE OF PLANNING CONDITIONS (Conditions 1-64)

If outline planning permission is granted for an AgriTech technology park
comprising up to 112,000 m? (gross) employment floorspace, supporting
infrastructure, amenities and landscape works including publicly accessible
informal open space, enhancements to parkland; vehicle and cycle parking;
service areas; bus/cycle interchange on land west of the A1301 / north of
A505; and infrastructure works including new vehicular accesses, highway
improvement works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings over
A1301 / A505 and River Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and surface
water pumping stations and primary electricity sub station; telecommunications
infrastructure and other associated works at Land to the east of the A1301,
south of the A505 near Hinxton, and west of the A1301, north of the A505 near
Whittlesford in accordance with the terms of the application Ref.S/4099/17/0L,
dated 20 November 2017, as amended [if amendment accepted], it is
recommended that the permission be subject to the following conditions:

1) No development of any individual development Phase, Parcel or part
thereof shall commence until approval of the details of the means of
access, appearance, landscaping, layout and scale (hereinafter called the
‘reserved matters’) within that Phase, Parcel or part thereof has been
obtained from the local planning authority in writing. The development
shall be carried out as approved.

2) The application for approval of the first reserved matters shall be made to
the local planning authority no later than three years from the date of
this permission.

3) The application for the approval of the last reserved matters shall be
made to the local planning authority no later than 12 years from the date
of this permission.

4) Details of reserved matters of any development Phase, Parcel or part
thereof shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority before development is commenced on that particular
Phase, Parcel or part thereof save for any Enabling Works. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

5) The development hereby permitted shall begin either not later than the
expiration of 5 years from the date of this permission, or not later than
the expiration of 2 years from approval of the first reserved matters to be
approved, whichever is later.

6) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance
with the following approved plans save for only minor variations where
such variations do not deviate from this permission nor have any
additional or materially different likely significant environmental effects to
those assessed in the Environmental Statement accompanying the
application and February 2018 and May 2019 addendums:
235701B-LA-001 AQ - Site Location Plan
235701B-LA-PP101 rev A - Land Use Parameter Plan
235701B-LA-PP102 - Movement and Access Parameter Plan
235701B-LA-PP103 rev A - Landscape and Open Space Parameter Plan
[or 235701B-LA-PP103 if amendment not accepted]
235701B-LA-PP104 - Development Density Parameter Plan
235701B-LA-PP105 - Height Parameter Plan
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7) No building shall be occupied until the new site access roundabout
junction illustrated indicatively in TPA’s proposed site access
(Junction 11) drawing (No.180-72-PL 05, revision B, August 2018) has
been substantially completed in accordance with the final approved plans
pursuant to Condition 8.

8) No development apart from Enabling Works shall commence on site until
details of the proposed access point to the site from the A1301 have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
access shall be designed to accommodate the predicted transport (all
modes) that the site may generate and will have been developed to such
a point that a Stage Two Safety Audit has been completed and any
outstanding issues identified within the Stage Two Audit having been
resolved in accordance with the written approval of the local planning
authority. The design of the access point shall include a detailed
engineering scheme/plan showing cross sections (existing/proposed),
levels changes, including large scale cross-sections of the kerb and
associated shared use pathway/cycleway, foundation design and
construction and all associated improvements and links to existing
pathways/cycleways within the vicinity of the junction. The scheme shall
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

9) No development apart from Enabling Works shall commence on site until
details of the works proposed to be carried out to the M11/Junction 10
and the A11/A1307 junction have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The design of the improvements
shall be to the standards set out in the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges. The M11/Junction 10 works scheme shall include the widening
of the southbound off-slip road at Junction 10 of the M11 Motorway and
the provision of associated works to provide traffic signal control of the
southbound off-slip road and circulatory carriageway as shown
indicatively on drawing number PLO1C titled ‘Proposed Mitigation at
Junction 1: M11 Junction 10’, TPA - Transport Planning Associates, 29
April 2019. The A11/A1307 scheme works shall include amendments to
the white lining on the southbound off-slip road approach to the grade
separated junction of the A1307 with the A11 as shown indicatively on
drawing number SKO1A titled ‘Sketch of Possible Mitigation at Junction 9:
A11/A1307 Junction’, TPA - Transport Planning Associates, 24 April 2019.
The schemes’ works shall be completed in accordance with the approved
details prior to the first occupation of any building.

10) The gross external floorspace of the following use classes hereby
permitted shall not exceed:

B1ia office / B1b R&D / Bic light industrial - 92,000 m?
B1b laboratories - 11,800 m?

A3/ A5 - 2,000 m?

D1 - 3,000 m?

D2 - 3,200 m?

The total number of car parking spaces on the site shall not exceed 2,000
spaces.
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11) As from the date of first occupation, at least 10 ha of land within the site
shall be made available at all times for crop/technology trials and
demonstration.

12) [the parties disagreed about suggested conditions to control occupation
of the site and put forward options for consideration]

12a The use class B1 floorspace hereby approved shall be used for no
purpose other than AgriTech; namely the science-based and/or
technology-based development of products, services and applications that
are designed to improve yield, resource efficiency, sustainability, health
and profitability in agriculture, horticulture and the food chain.

or

12b The use class B1 floorspace hereby approved shall only be used
for any or all or the following purposes; namely research into,
development of, commercialisation of, and production of, goods, services
and applications for use in agriculture, horticulture and the food chain.

or

12c The use class B1 floor space hereby approved shall only be used
for the purpose of research into and development and commercialisation
and production of products, services and applications for use in
agriculture, horticulture and the food chain.

12d Other than a reserved matters application for the incubator
building pursuant to Condition 17, any reserved matters application for
floorspace within the B1 use class of the Town and Country Planning (Use
Classes) Order 1987, or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any
statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without
modification, shall be accompanied by a needs assessment which sets out
the nature of the prospective occupier(s) and their specific requirements
for locating onto the site. The needs assessment shall demonstrate
either: (a) an operational need for the prospective occupier to be located
on the site in relation to the proximity to nearby land in agricultural use;
or (b) need for the prospective occupier to be located adjacent to other
permitted businesses on the site. Prior to the occupation of any business
within the incubator building, a needs assessment demonstrating
compliance with either criteria a) or b) above shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Subject to any needs
assessment being approved by the local planning authority, the first and
subsequent occupation of any building shall be substantially in
accordance with the associated needs assessment.

12e The use class B1 floorspace hereby approved shall be used for no
purpose other than AgriTech; namely the science-based and/or
technology-based development of products, services and applications that
are designed to improve yield, resource efficiency, sustainability, health
and profitability in agriculture, horticulture and the food chain. Prior to
first occupation of any B1 floorspace (other than the occupiers of the
incubator building), or prior to any subsequent occupier within the first 10
years from the date of first occupation, details of the proposed
occupier(s) shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval
in writing. The details shall demonstrate either: (a) a need for the
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prospective occupier to be located on the site for reasons of proximity to
land in agricultural use; or (b) a need for the prospective occupier to be
co-located with other AgriTech occupiers on the site. No B1 building shall
be occupied until the local planning authority has given its written
approval.

[For the reasons set out above, if the Secretary of State is minded to
allow the appeal and to grant outline planning permission it would be
necessary to go back to the parties to devise an appropriate condition or
other means to control future occupation of the site.]

13) Any buildings within use classes D1 and D2 shall be used only for the
benefit of the occupiers and users of the site.

14) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the mitigation
measures as set out in Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement, dated
September 2017, as amended by the Addendums of February 2018 and
May 2019.

15) Individual planning units within use classes A3 and A5 of the Schedule to
the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, or in any
provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking
and re-enacting that Order with or without modification shall not exceed
650 m? and 50 m? gross external floor space respectively.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any order
revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification), no
development within Class O of Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the Order shall
take place unless expressly authorised by planning permission granted by
the local planning authority in that behalf.

16) Prior to or concurrently with the submission of the first reserved matters
application(s) for development for the site, a site wide phasing plan
(SWPP) shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval in
writing. The SWPP shall be based on the indicative phasing plan
(Figure 2.7) in the submitted Environmental Statement accompanying the
application. It shall include information in relation to the proposed
sequence of development across the entire site and timing information by
reference to the commencement or completion of development of any
Phase or the provision of any other element or to any other applicable
trigger point. The SWPP shall include:

(a) Major infrastructure including all accesses, roads, footpaths and
cycleways, the proposed transport interchange and bridge link as
shown on PP102.

(b) Landscaping provisions including strategic woodland and planting
areas, parkland restoration zone, bunding and re-grading areas as
shown on PP103A [or PP103 if amendment not accepted].

(c) Informal open space and the natural open water/swimming lake as
shown on PP103A [or PP103 if amendment not accepted].

(d)  Strategic SUDS and surface water drainage features, such as
balancing ponds and the wetland infiltration area as shown on
PP103A [or PP103 if amendment not accepted].

(e) Strategic potable water main provisions.

(f) Strategic on-site foul water drainage and pollution control features.
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(g) Electricity and telecommunications networks.
(h)  Environmental mitigation measures specified in the Environmental
Statement and February 2018 and May 2018 addendums.

No development shall commence apart from Enabling Works approved in
writing by the local planning authority until such time as the SWPP has
been approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved SWPP
and any subsequent approved revisions to it pursuant to Condition 18.

17) Prior to or concurrently with the submission of the first reserved matters
application(s) for development of the site, a reserved matters application
for the 3,000 m? of incubator units as part of Phase one shall be
submitted to the local planning authority for approval in writing. The
reserved matters shall include a statement which sets out the range of
facilities and the internal floorspace configuration to be provided in the
form of the incubator units based upon the identified and anticipated
needs of start-up firms, small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and new
business ventures, and shall include, but not be limited to, the
consideration of need for a range of office sizes from 25 m? (with fit out
options), meeting rooms (shared or individually rented), shared
workspaces and business support services. Prior to first occupation of
any use class B1 development on the site, the 3,000 m? of incubator
units shall be completed in accordance with the approved reserved
matters.

18) From the date of approval of the SWPP and for a period of no less than
12 years thereafter, an annual written statement detailing the delivery of
the approved phasing provisions pursuant to Condition 16 shall be
submitted to the local planning authority. It shall report on the progress
and delivery of all of elements (a)-(h) submitted as part of the SWPP.
Any revisions to the phased delivery of infrastructure shall be approved in
writing by the local planning authority and shall be delivered in
accordance with Condition 16.

19) No development of a Phase, apart from Enabling Works, shall be
commenced until a scheme for the disposal of foul water for that Phase
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The scheme shall include an implementation plan to ensure
that sufficient foul capacity will be available to accommodate each Phase
of the development. The scheme shall be implemented in accordance
with the approved details.

20) An Initial Earthworks and Archaeology and Enabling Works Strategy
(IEAEWS) shall be submitted to the local planning authority for approval
prior to the commencement of any Enabling Works. No development or
Enabling Works shall commence until the IEAEWS has been approved in
writing. The IEAEWS shall set out how the Enabling Works are to be
implemented in order to gain access into the site and prepare the site for
development. The Enabling Works shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved IEAEWS.

21) Prior to the commencement of any development a site wide Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) shall be submitted to and
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approved in writing by the local planning authority. The site wide CEMP
shall include details of:

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)

(e)

(f)
(9)

(h)

(3)

(k)

(1
(m)
(n)

(o)
(p)

(a)
(r)

(s)
(t)

(u)

Hours of construction and hours of deliveries.

Proposed earthworks including a method statement for the
stripping of topsoil for reuse, the raising of land levels (if required)
and arrangements for the temporary topsoil storage to
BS3882:2015.

Archaeological protection and mitigation measures to be
implemented during the construction process.

Measures to ensure that any soils brought to the site are free of
the seeds / root / stem of any invasive plant covered under the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.

Contractor’s access and parking arrangements for vehicles, plant
and personnel including the location of construction traffic routes
to and from the site, details of their signing, monitoring and
enforcement measures.

Haul routes.

Avoidance and mitigation measures for protected and notable
species including, but not limited to, badger and nesting birds, to
be implemented during construction works.

A plan specifying the area and siting of land to be provided for
parking, turning, loading and unloading of all vehicles visiting the
relevant parts of the site and siting of contractors’ compound(s)
and details of any temporary buildings during the construction
period to be approved on a phased basis.

Noise and vibration (including piling) impact / prediction
assessment, monitoring and recording protocols / statements and
consideration of mitigation measures in accordance with the
provisions of BS5228-1:2009+A1:2014: Code of practice for noise
and vibration control on construction and open sites.

Results of a noise assessment of the potential impact of
construction noise on any significantly affected residential
properties and details of suitable mitigation measures.

Measures to be applied to prevent contamination of the water
environment during construction; including a scheme to treat and
remove suspended solids from surface water run-off during
construction.

Dust monitoring, assessment and mitigation.

Measures for soil handling.

Concrete crusher and/or batching plant if required or alternative
procedure.

Waste sorting and dispatch facilities.

Odour control systems including maintenance and manufacture
specifications.

Maximum noise levels and required mitigation for construction
equipment, plant and vehicles.

Site lighting for the relevant part of the site, including for cranes.
Screening and hoarding details.

Access and protection arrangements around the site for
pedestrians, cyclists and other road users during construction and
on completion of the development.

Procedures for interference with public highways.
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(v) External safety and information signing notices.

(w) Liaison, consultation and publicity arrangements, including
dedicated points of contact.

(x)  Complaints procedures, including complaints response procedures.

(y) Membership of the considerate contractors’ scheme.

(2) The loading and unloading and storage of plant and materials used
in constructing the development, with particular attention on the
unloading and storage of oil, chemicals and other hazardous
material.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved

site wide CEMP.

22) Prior to the commencement of development of any approved reserved
matters, a detailed CEMP relating to the approved reserved matters shall
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The detailed CEMP shall include reference and further detail as
appropriate to each of the items ref