
 

Whether the proposed site allocations for the Large Villages of Bottisham, Burwell, Fordham, 

Haddenham, Isleham, Little Downham, Stretham, Sutton and Witchford are justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy? 

 

Witchford4: WFD.H1 – Land north of Field End 

a) What is the background to the site allocation? How was it identified and which options were 

considered? 

The site was first identified as a potential site allocation in the Further Draft of the emerging Local 

Plan, albeit as two separate allocations (WFD.H1 and WFD.H2).  At the time that the Further Draft of 

the Local Plan was published, WFD.H1 related to the site subject to the extant outline planning 

permission for 128 dwellings at land north of Field End (14/00248/OUM), whilst WFD.H2 related to 

the then undetermined outline planning application for 55 dwellings at land at Marroway Lane 

(16/01136/OUM).  Both sites had been assessed in the Site Assessment Evidence Report as being 

suitable, available and deliverable, and as such were identified as ‘Preferred’ sites.  

Subsequent to the refusal of both the outline planning application for 55 dwellings at land off 

Marroway Lane and the reserved matters application made pursuant to the extant permission at 

land off Field End (16/01019/RMM), the two separate sites were amalgamated as a single proposed 

site allocation (WFD.H1) in the Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan with a limit of 128 

dwellings to be delivered across the wider site area.  The combined site was assessed separately in 

the Site Assessment Evidence Report as being a ‘Preferred’ site. 

b) How have the wider transport implications of the proposed development been considered? 

The planning applications for both parts of WFD.H1 were accompanied by a Transport Assessment 

(TA), which fully considered the transport implications of the proposed developments.  Both TAs 

found that neither development would result in any material harm to the local highway network in 

terms of both safety and capacity and that there were opportunities for residents to make journeys 

either on foot or by sustainable means of travel. 



c) What is the scale and type / mix of uses proposed? 

The scale of development on the eastern parcel of the allocation has been established through the 

outline consent for 128 dwellings.  The type / mix of development on the eastern parcel is being 

determined through the reserved matters application, which at the time of writing remains 

undetermined.  

The scale of development on the western parcel of the allocation (up to 55 dwellings) has been 

informed by the evidence and supporting information that informed the proposal and accompanied 

the outline planning application (16/01136/OUM). The type / mix of dwellings to be delivered on the 

western parcel will be subject to detailed consideration at the reserved matters stage, having regard 

to the Council’s most up to date evidence on housing needs. 

d) What is the basis for this and is it justified? 

N/A. 

e) What is the current planning status of the site in terms of planning applications, planning 

permissions and completions / construction? 

As previously noted the site has been subject to various planning applications associated with the 

two separate parcels.  The parcel directly off Field End (the eastern parcel) is subject to an extant 

outline permission for up to 128 dwellings (14/00248/OUM with later variation of condition 

approval 15/01100/VARM).  The eastern parcel has subsequently been subject to a reserved matters 

application for 128 dwellings (16/01019/RMM), which was refused planning permission on 10th April 

2017 for reasons relating to the specific layout and design of the scheme.  A further reserved 

matters application was submitted on 8th June 2018 (18/00782/RMM), which also seeks approval for 

the details of 128 dwellings and at the time of writing remains undetermined.  Figure 1 below shows 

the extent of the eastern parcel of the proposed allocation. 

Figure 1: The Eastern Parcel of WFD.H1 

 



 

The parcel located to the east of Marroway Lane (the western parcel of the site) has been subject to 

an application for 55 dwellings (16/01136/OUM), which was refused planning permission at 

committee on 7th July 2017.  Gladman lodged an appeal against the refusal on 5th October 2017.  At 

the time of writing, the appeal remains undetermined.  Gladman strongly refutes the reasons for 

refusal issued in relation to the planning application and maintains that the site has the capacity to 

provide 55 dwellings.  The information provided to accompany the appeal application demonstrate 

that up to 55 dwellings can be accommodated whilst delivering a high quality form of development 

and without any unacceptable impacts. 

Notwithstanding the above (and its position that up to 55 dwellings can be satisfactorily 

accommodated), Gladman has submitted a further application for outline permission at the western 

parcel of WFD.H1 with a view to addressing the reasons for refusal issued by the Council.  The 

revised proposals are for up to 40 dwellings with a noise barrier to the A142 (application ref. 

18/00778/OUM).  At the time of writing, the revised planning application remains undetermined, 

although is due to be heard at planning committee on 5th September with a recommendation for 

approval.  

Figure 2 below shows the extent of the western parcel of the proposed allocation.  

Figure 2: The Western Parcel of WFD.H1 

 

 

 

 



f) What are the benefits that the proposed development would bring? 

The development of the site would deliver significant benefits including: 

 The delivery of additional housing; 

 The delivery of affordable housing (30%), for which there is a significant need in East 

Cambridgeshire; 

 Significant economic benefits; 

 The delivery of public open space and green infrastructure which will be available for use by 

residents of the development and the wider community; and, 

 Net biodiversity enhancements. 

g) How does the site relate to nearby uses? 

The western parcel of the site, which Gladman is currently promoting, is currently bounded by 

residential development and an existing area of public open space to the south, agricultural fields to 

the east and west and the A142 to the north.  As discussed, the field to the east (the eastern parcel 

of the proposed allocation WFD.H1) currently benefits from outline planning permission for 128 

dwellings.   

The site is very well contained and would form a logical extension to the existing and proposed built 

up areas of Witchford, ‘closing the gap’ between Granta Close and the A142.  The proposed scheme 

will create the appropriate separation between existing and proposed dwellings, in accordance with 

local design standards, and will create landscaped buffers to the open countryside at the western 

and northern boundaries of the site.  The development proposal responds to noise generated from 

the A142 with the introduction of a noise barrier and through the design and siting of the proposed 

dwellings (the details of which will be determined on a plot-by-plot basis at the reserved matters 

stage). 

h) What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the site, including to heritage assets? How 

could they be mitigated? 

It has been demonstrated through the planning application and appeal process that there are no 

unacceptable impacts associated with the development of the site for housing.  Whilst there will be 

some environmental harms in terms of the landscape and visual effects, these would be highly 

localised and are an inevitable consequence of releasing a greenfield site for housing.  These can be 

mitigated to an acceptable level by landscaping and green infrastructure. 

In regards to heritage, the application proposal has demonstrated that the development of the site 

would not result in harm to any heritage asset.  The Local Planning Authority has not identified any 

harm to heritage assets in either its determination of the planning applications or the assessment of 

the site in the evidence base to the emerging Local Plan. 



i) How is the site affected by flood risk? How has this been taken into account in allocating the site? 

How have the sequential and, if necessary, exception tests been applied? 

The site is entirely within flood zone 1 (lowest risk) as defined by the Environment Agency flood 

maps.  A detailed Flood Risk Assessment and Outline Drainage Strategy; and Foul Drainage Analysis 

has been carried out, which demonstrates that the site is not at risk of flooding and the 

development as proposed will not give rise to increased flood risk elsewhere. 

The Local Planning Authority has carried out a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (October 2017), 

which has carried out a district-wide Sequential Test.  It confirmed that the site was located within 

Flood Zone 1 and so is not subject to either the Sequential or Exception tests. 

j) What are the infrastructure requirements / costs and are there physical or other constraints to 

development?  How would these be addressed and are they directly related to, necessary and fairly 

and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development? 

It has been demonstrated through the planning applications that there are no insurmountable 

constraints to development.  As a generality, strategic infrastructure would be funded by CIL.  In 

terms of education, the Education Authority has confirmed that there will be sufficient capacity in 

Early Years and Primary education to accommodate the development.  Subject to meeting the 

relevant tests, a financial contribution will be made towards Secondary education.   

No constraints have been identified which give rise to viability concerns about the development. 

k) In particular, is there an issue with waste water treatment capacity and how would any issues be 

resolved? 

A Foul Drainage Analysis was undertaken at the planning application stage.  This demonstrates that 

there is sufficient capacity within the public sewer network to accommodate foul flows.  No issues 

have been identified with waste water treatment capacity. 

l) Is the site realistically viable and deliverable? 

The site is deliverable in the context of the Framework (2012) [Footnote 11].  The site is available 

now; offers a suitable location for development now and is achievable, with a very strong prospect 

that housing will be delivered within 5 years. The site is economically viable and is capable of being 

delivered quickly. 

m) What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is this realistic? 

The expected delivery rates of the eastern parcel of the allocation (that subject to outline planning 

consent for 128 dwellings) has been set out in the latest housing trajectory prepared by the Council 

(October 2017), where it is anticipated that the development will deliver 50 units in the monitoring 

year 2019/20, 50 units in 2020/21 and the remaining 28 units in 2021/22.  Whilst the eastern parcel 

of the site is under the control of a third party developer, Gladman believes these timescales and 

delivery rates are realistic.  



The expected delivery of the western parcel of the site has not been set out in the latest housing 

trajectory by the Council.  Assuming the allocation was not restricted to a total of 128 dwellings, 

Gladman anticipates that the western parcel could deliver 20 units in the monitoring year 2021/22 

as the eastern parcel is completed, with the remaining 35 units delivered in 2022/23.  In this respect, 

the western parcel essentially forms a ‘phase 2’ of the allocation and will be accessed via the eastern 

parcel.  A legal agreement is in place between the third party developer and Gladman that secures 

the right to create vehicular and pedestrian access to the western parcel from the eastern parcel.  

n) Is the boundary of the site appropriate? Is there any justification for amending the boundary? 

Whilst Gladman supports the boundary of the site as it appears on the proposed Policies Map, it 

objects strongly to the decision to position the western parcel of the site outside of the development 

envelope for Witchford.  The wording of the policy relating to this matter and the proposed capacity 

of the site are dealt with in detail in the answer to question ‘o’ below.  However, for the purposes of 

this question, it is clear from the Council’s decision to include both the eastern and western parcels 

within the site allocation that it is considered the principle of development across both parcels is 

acceptable.  Gladman therefore submits that the settlement boundary should be redrawn to include 

the entire proposed site allocation. 

o) Are the detailed policy requirements clear and unambiguous, effective, justified and consistent 

with national policy? Is it appropriate to defer within the policy to the ‘principles established by 

consented schemes…’? 

Whilst Gladman supports the explicit acknowledgement of Policy Witchford4 that the whole 

allocation is acceptable for housing in principle, Gladman objects to the proposed policy wording.  

The decision to restrict the total number of dwellings on the site to no more than 128 (as provided 

by part ‘a.’ of Policy Witchford4) has not been justified through any assessment of the true capacity 

of the site to deliver housing.   

Gladman also objects to the wording of part ‘e.’ of Policy Witchford4, which states: 

 “If the consented scheme 14/00248/OUM is implemented, utilising the full allowance 

of 128 dwellings, the area outside of the consented area will then be treated as falling 

within ‘the countryside’, and policies of this plan applied accordingly.  The development 

envelope boundary has purposely been drawn to enforce this requirement” 

No justification has been provided by the Council to support such a restriction and it is not 

consistent with the NPPF (2012) requirement to “optimise the potential of the site to accommodate 

development” (paragraph 58) and “boost significantly the supply of housing” (paragraph 47).  Given 

the acknowledgement of the policy that the principle of development is acceptable across the whole 

site, it is inconsistent for the policy to consider part of the site to be located within the countryside 

(and therefore subject to stricter restrictions on what is considered suitable development) under a 

specific set of circumstances that do not directly impact on the suitability of the site to delivery 

housing.  Restricting development across the entire site to 128 dwellings in the circumstances that 

the eastern parcel of the site delivers this full quota is arbitrary and unjustified. 



Further, pursuant to the findings of the examination Inspector regarding the Memorandum of Co-

operation with Peterborough City Council1, East Cambridgeshire is now required to demonstrate 

that it is able to meet its full OAN within the district itself.  This further highlights the importance of 

recognising the true capacity of its site allocations to ensure it is making the most efficient use of 

land to meet its housing needs. 

Gladman recommends that it would be more consistent and provide greater clarity if this allocation 

was separated back into two allocations as per the Further Draft Local Plan.  This first allocation in 

relation to the committed site (128 dwellings) and the second with regards the western parcel (55 

dwellings).  The development envelope should be amended to incorporate both the eastern and 

western parcels of the allocation.  

Similarly to the committed scheme within WFD.H1, the western parcel is capable of delivering a 

scheme of high quality design which will provide a range of house sizes, types and tenures to meet 

local need.  It will provide new publicly assessable green space, which will link into the existing and 

proposed provision to provide an extended area of informal recreation space.  

It is also unclear what is meant by a “significant landscape and noise buffer” in part ‘b.’ of Policy 

Witchford 4.  The scale and nature of any landscape buffer and/or noise barrier will be determined 

via the development managed process and will be incorporated as part of the comprehensive design 

of the scheme, taking account of all constraints and the potential of the site to deliver housing.  The 

proposed policy wording is not therefore sufficiently flexible to allow the site proposal to respond 

most effectively to its context.  Gladman recommends that ‘significant’ should be removed from the 

policy wording.  Gladman recommends that part ‘b.’ of the policy be removed. 

p) Is the terminology used within the relevant site specific policy consistent and clear, for example, 

‘concept plan’? 

Gladman has no further comments on the wording of the policy relating to this site. 

WFD.H2 – Land at Common Road 

a) What is the background to the site allocation? How was it identified and which options were 

considered? 

The site was first identified as a potential site allocation in the Proposed Submission version of the 

emerging Local Plan.  The proposed allocation was informed by the Site Assessment Evidence Report 

in which it was assessed as being available, deliverable and suitable for development.  Therefore the 

site was identified as a ‘Preferred’ site for allocation in the Local Plan.  The allocation was also 

informed by the supporting documentation of planning application 17/01575/OUM, which was 

submitted in August 2017 and sought outline permission for the development of up to 120 

dwellings.   

b) How have the wider transport implications of the proposed development been considered? 



The planning application for development at the site was accompanied by a Transport Assessment 

(TA), which fully considered the transport implications of the proposed development.  The TA found 

that the development would not result in any material harm to the local highway network in terms 

of both safety and capacity and that there were opportunities for residents to make journeys either 

on foot or by sustainable means of transport. 

c) What is the scale and type / mix of uses proposed? 

The scale of development proposed at the site has been informed by the evidence and supporting 

information that informed the proposals and accompanied the outline planning applications.  The 

type /mix of dwellings to be delivered on the site will be subject to detailed consideration at the 

reserved matters stage, having regard to the Council’s most up to date evidence on housing needs.  

d) What is the basis for this and is it justified? 

N/A. 

e) What is the current planning status of the site in terms of planning applications, planning 

permissions and completions / construction? 

The site is currently subject to two undetermined planning applications for outline consent.  The 

first, submitted in August 2017, seeks permission for up to 120 dwellings (17/01575/OUM).  The 

second application, which was submitted in June 2018, responds to comments of the planning 

officers in relation to the proposed noise mitigation strategy and seeks permission for up to 116 

dwellings with a noise barrier along the northern boundary of the site. 

f) What are the benefits that the proposed development would bring? 

The development of the site in accordance with the current planning permission would deliver 

significant benefits including: 

 The delivery of additional housing; 

 The delivery of affordable housing (30%), for which there is a demonstrable need in the 

area; 

 Significant economic benefits; 

 The delivery of public open space and green infrastructure which will be available for use by 

residents of the development and the wider community; and, 

 Net biodiversity enhancements. 

g) How does the site relate to nearby uses? 

The site is bounded by the A42 to the north, Witchford Village College and existing housing to the 

east, a farmyard, Manor Road and existing housing to the south and Common Road and Greenham 

Park industrial estate to the west.  The site relates well to the existing built up area of Witchford and 

will account for the appropriate separation from existing dwellings, in accordance with local design 



standards.  The development will create a landscape buffer to the open countryside to the north, 

which will incorporate noise barriers to screen noise from the A142.  It has been demonstrated by 

the supporting documentation to the application submissions that the scheme can be designed in a 

way that can effectively mitigate against the noise generated by the A142, as well as other nearby 

uses, including Witchford Village College, Greenham Park industrial estate, Common Road and the 

adjacent farmyard. 

h) What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the site, including to heritage assets? How 

could they be mitigated? 

It has been demonstrated through the planning applications that there are no unacceptable impacts 

associated with the development of the site for housing.  Whilst there will be some environmental 

harms in terms of the landscape and visual effects, these would be highly localised and are an 

inevitable consequence of releasing a greenfield site for housing.  These can be mitigated to an 

acceptable level by landscaping and green infrastructure. 

In regards to heritage, the application proposal has demonstrated that the development of the site 

would not result in harm to any heritage asset.  The Local Planning Authority has not identified any 

harm to heritage assets in either its determination of the application or the assessment of the site in 

the evidence base to the emerging Local Plan. 

i) How is the site affected by flood risk? How has this been taken into account in allocating the site? 

How have the sequential and, if necessary, exception tests been applied? 

The site is entirely within flood zone 1 (lowest risk) as defined by the Environment Agency flood 

maps.  A detailed Flood Risk Assessment and Outline Drainage Strategy; and Foul Drainage Analysis 

has been carried out, which demonstrates that the site is not at risk of flooding and the 

development as proposed will not give rise to increased flood risk elsewhere. 

The Local Planning Authority has carried out a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (October 2017), 

which has carried out a district-wide Sequential Test.  It confirmed that the site was located within 

Flood Zone 1 and so not subject to either the Sequential or Exception tests. 

j) What are the infrastructure requirements / costs and are there physical or other constraints to 

development?  How would these be addressed and are they directly related to, necessary and fairly 

and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development? 

It has been demonstrated through the planning application that there are no insurmountable 

constraints to development.  As a generality, strategic infrastructure would be funded by CIL.  In 

terms of education, the Education Authority has confirmed that there will be sufficient capacity in 

Early Years and Primary education to accommodate the development.  Subject to meeting the 

relevant tests, a financial contribution will be made towards Secondary education.   

No constraints have been identified which give rise to viability concerns about the development. 

k) In particular, is there an issue with waste water treatment capacity and how would any issues be 

resolved? 



A Foul Drainage Analysis was undertaken at the planning application stage.  This demonstrates that 

there is sufficient capacity within the public sewer network to accommodate foul flows.  No issues 

have been identified with waste water treatment capacity. 

l) Is the site realistically viable and deliverable? 

The site is deliverable in the context of the Framework [as defined in Annex 2: Glossary].  The site is 

available now; offers a suitable location for development now and is achievable, with a very strong 

prospect that housing will be delivered within 5 years. The site is economically viable and is capable 

of being delivered quickly. 

m) What is the expected timescale and rate of development and is this realistic? 

It is anticipated that the first completions on the site would occur approximately 2 years following 

outline approval.  It is then anticipated that the development would be completed at a rate of 

approximately 50 dwellings per annum for the first two years of construction, with the remaining 

dwellings delivered in the third year.   

n) Is the boundary of the site appropriate? Is there any justification for amending the boundary? 

Gladman has no comments on the identified site boundary as it appears on the proposed Policies 

Map. 

o) Are the detailed policy requirements clear and unambiguous, effective, justified and consistent 

with national policy? Is it appropriate to defer within the policy to the ‘principles established by 

consented schemes…’? 

The proposed Policy Witchford5 (Site WFD.H2 – Land at Common Road) allocates the site for 

residential development of approximately 120 dwellings.   This scale of development proposed by 

the allocation relates broadly to that proposed by the current live planning applications for 

development at the site.  Gladman therefore supports the scale of development proposed in Policy 

Witchford5. 

It is unclear what is meant by a “significant landscape and noise buffer” in part ‘b.’ of Policy 

Witchford 4.  The scale and nature of any landscape buffer and/or noise barrier will be determined 

via the development managed process and will be incorporated as part of the comprehensive design 

of the scheme, taking account of all constraints and the potential of the site to deliver housing.  The 

proposed policy wording is not therefore sufficiently flexible to allow the site proposal to respond 

most effectively to its context.  Gladman recommends that ‘significant’ should be removed from the 

policy wording.  Gladman recommends that part ‘b.’ of the policy be removed. 

p) Is the terminology used within the relevant site specific policy consistent and clear, for example, 

‘concept plan’? 

Gladman has no further comments to make regarding the proposed wording of Policy Witchford5. 


