
 

 

 

Issue 1: Whether the policies relating to community-led development are 

justified, effective and consistent with national policy? 

Q55. What is the justification to treat community-led development differently to other development 

that comes forward and to preclude other development models? On what planning basis is there a 

‘presumption in favour’ of community-led development? Is this approach consistent with national 

planning policy? 

Gladman do not consider that Policy LP5 Community Led Development is justified or consistent with 

national policy.  

Gladman note the Evidence Report in relation to Policy LP5 (document ref PS.EVR5), whilst this 

document provides details regarding the evolution of the policy and changes made to the detail of 

this policy throughout the plan preparation process in response to representations it does not 

provide a clear justification for the policy or a robust rationale for its inclusion within the Local Plan. 

PS.EVR5 refers to the fact that CLT is a clear corporate priority and that the Council believe it has an 

important role to play in delivering growth, in particular affordable housing. Whilst Gladman do not 

dispute the positives that can be achieved through encouraging and enabling CLT, we do not believe 

this provides the justification to include a policy within the Local Plan which would treat this type of 

development differently and apply a presumption in favour of these sites and not other sites.  

Whilst Gladman do not object in principle to Community Land Trusts, and the Council encouraging 

these to be brought forwards, Gladman reiterate objections to Policy LP5 and the presumption in 

favour of these schemes. It is unclear why there should be a presumption in favour for community 

led schemes whereas if a developer brought forward the same site they would not be afforded this 

presumption. There is no clear planning basis for this type of policy differentiation. 

If a site is sustainable and suitable for housing development it remains sustainable irrelevant of who 

is promoting it, therefore this type of presumption applied solely to ‘community led schemes’ is 

illogical and unjustified. Gladman do not believe this policy aligns with the Framework which applies 



a presumption in favour of sustainable development and does not differentiate between who the 

site is being promoted by.  

Whilst Gladman would support a policy which provides flexibility for development outside of 

development envelopes, this flexibility should not solely be afforded to community led 

developments.  

Gladman recommend that there should be a criteria based policy which in certain circumstances 

allow sites in sustainable locations outside of development envelopes to be brought forward 

provided certain criteria are met. 

The Local Plan should include a flexible policy approach to accommodate new development outside 

of existing development boundaries, to allow the Council to quickly address any issues in shortfall in 

housing supply against the plan requirement and this should not be restricted to community led 

development. Gladman recommend that the Council could incorporate a criteria based policy to 

achieve this, such an approach would allow the plan to protect itself against unsustainable 

development and at the same time being open and flexible to additional development opportunities 

to come forward to meet identified needs. Gladman refer to  the submission version of the 

Harborough Local Plan, Policy GD2, which states:- 

“In addition to sites allocated by this Local Plan and neighbourhood plans, development within or 

contiguous with the existing or committed built up area of Market Harborough, Key Centres, the 

Leicestershire Principal Urban Area (PUA), Rural Centres and Selected Rural Villages will be permitted 

where…” 

A series of criteria then follows. 

Clearly the policies here would need to reflect the local circumstances of East Cambridgeshire, but it 

does provide an example of local authorities taking a proactive approach to guiding development, 

and ensuring that they can meet their housing targets and can plan for approaches if and when 

problems arise over the course of a plan with the delivery of allocated sites.  

 

Q56. Is it appropriate to refer within a policy to documents which are not statutory planning 

documents, such as Supplementary Planning Documents? Is the approach of Policy LP5 consistent 

with paragraph 204 of the Framework and Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy 

regulations 2010?  

With reference to part e) of this Policy which states “the community benefits provided by the scheme 

(such as open space, community buildings, small business units, local shops and/or leisure facilities) 

will be above and beyond what would ordinarily be required by policies in the Local Plan…” Gladman 

do not consider that this approach is in line with the CIL Regulations. (emphasis added) 

The CIL regulations and paragraph 204 of the Framework clearly outline that: 

“Planning obligations should only be sought where they meet all of the following tests:  



●  necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;  

●  directly related to the development; and  

●  fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.” 

As the policy is seeking contributions that are ‘above and beyond what would ordinarily be required’ 

Gladman remain unconvinced that these would meet the above tests as they would not be 

necessary to make the development acceptable.  

Q57. Is it justified and consistent with national policy that development sites be excluded from 

within a settlement boundary so that they can be brought forward as community-led development? 

Gladman have no specific comments in response to this question. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


