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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 These representations are prepared by Bidwells LLP on behalf of Barratt Northampton regarding 

their land interests at Land west of Woodfen Road, Littleport. 

1.2 Barratt Northampton secured an Option over the site in June 2018. The accelerated delivery of 

this site is a priority for the new Barratt Cambridgeshire Division established in February 2018. 

1.3 Land west of Woodfen Road, Littleport is subject to a proposed site allocation in the emerging 

East Cambridgeshire Local Plan, under Policy Littleport5: Site LIT.M1 

2.0 Matter 14: Proposed Site Allocations – Main 
Settlements 

Issue 1: Whether the proposed site allocations for the Main 
Settlements of the City of Ely, Littleport and Soham are justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy?  

Policy Littleport5 LIT.M1 Land west of Woodfen Road, Littleport 

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

were considered?  

2.1 The site is identified within the Littleport Masterplan (adopted 2011) and is allocated for housing 

led/mixed use development under Policy LIT5 of the adopted East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 

2015.  

2.2 The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) undertaken for the Proposed Submission version of the East 

Cambridgeshire Local Plan (November 2017) confirms that the site has relatively few 

constraints, has clear defined boundaries, minimising landscape impacts and offers good 

access to services and facilities. It also concludes that vehicular access is constrained at 

Woodfen Road and an alternative access point should be required. 

2.3 The SA assessed all reasonable alternatives to the propose site allocations at Littleport and 

concluded that the potential alternatives did not score well against the SA Framework. 

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

considered?  

2.4 The Infrastructure Investment Plan (IIP) sets out the strategic transport infrastructure projects 

that have been identified as necessary for the District to accommodate the increase in 

movement as a result of expected growth. Furthermore, under the requirements of Policy 

LIT.M1, a Transport Assessment will be required to accompany future planning application/s on 



 

 

the site and this will assess the wider transport implications of the proposed development. The 

requirement for a Transport Assessment for sites of 80 dwellings or more is also set out in 

Policy LP17: Creating a Sustainable, Efficient and Resilient Transport Network, which states 

that any development that has severe transport implications will not be granted planning 

permission unless deliverable mitigation measures have been identified and arrangements 

secured for their implementation, which will make the development acceptable in transport 

terms.  

2.5 Policy LIT.M1 sets out requirements for the main vehicular access to the site. This is not 

considered to be an appropriate policy approach. The policy should not seek to address access 

and masterplanning matters for the site. Moreover, the requirements as set out, are not 

considered deliverable for the following reasons: 

 Criterion b. requires a main vehicular access from Wisbech Road. This would create a 

shared vehicular access for commercial and residential uses from Wisbech Road, which 

is not commercially desirable and creates potential conflict between commercial and 

residential vehicle movements; 

 Criterion b. seeks a limited secondary access via Woodfen Road and for its use to be 

limited. The use of the word ‘limited’ is not precise, nor measurable, thus it is not 

appropriate terminology to be included within policy; and 

 Criterion c. proposes that a new roundabout providing direct access to the A10 will be 

permitted and the current vehicular access to the Saxon Business Park direct from the 

A10 is closed. The delivery of a new roundabout on the A10 is a very significant piece of 

new highway infrastructure, which will not be deliverable through the development of 250 

homes. Furthermore, to link the implementation of a new roundabout with closing the 

access to the Saxon Business Park is effectively creating a ransom position which will 

hinder the delivery of LIT.M1. The proposal would likely require additional land outside of 

the highway extent, with private and third-party permissions required. Cambridgeshire 

Highways Authority have advised that closing the existing access to the Saxon Business 

Park is not essential to the creation of a new roundabout on the A10. 

2.6 On behalf of Barratt Northampton, Peter Brett Associates are in discussions with 

Cambridgeshire Highways Authority regarding a number of potential access options. Therefore, 

the policy should not unduly restrict the selection of an appropriate solution, which will need to 

be tested and proven on technical grounds. As set out, criterion b. and c. of Policy LIT.M1 are 

not considered to be viably deliverable.  

2.7 Thus, the policy is ineffective and criterions b. and c. should be deleted and replaced with the 

following wording: 

 “The access strategy for the site is to be agreed with the Local Highways Authority”.  

2.8 This will allow for greater flexibility for the most safe and suitable access, which is based on up-

to-date technical information, to be agreed in consultation with the Local Highways Authority.  

2.9 Furthermore, criterion d. of Policy LIT.M1 regarding pedestrian and cycle routes is also 

considered to be unduly restrictive. It should be amended to reflect the more flexible wording 

used in other site-specific policies (such as Site LIT.H5), as follows: 



 

 

“Pedestrian and cycle routes should provide clear, legible connections to neighbouring 

developments and the town centre;” 

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

2.10 In terms of scale of residential development proposed, as referred to in the Regulation 19 

representations made by Barratt Northampton, it is considered that the site could accommodate 

a greater quantum of development, than currently proposed in Policy LIT.M1, which identifies 

‘around 250’ new dwellings. This is considered to be a substantial underestimate of the 

residential capacity of the site and will unduly restrict the ability of the site to make its maximum 

contribution toward local housing needs. Taking into account the need for a strategic 

landscape/noise buffer along the A10, the capacity of the site is approximately 450 homes. 

2.11 Therefore, it is requested that the number of dwellings is increased from ‘around 250’ to 

‘approximately 450’. The exact number of dwellings will be determined following further 

discussions with the Council, other policy requirements and through the masterplanning 

process.  

2.12 Overall, criterion a. of Policy LIT.M1 is considered to be overly prescriptive and should be 

reworded to the following: 

a. A housing-led development for approximately 450 dwellings, supported by the provision of 

appropriate infrastructure; 

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

2.13 As referred to above, we consider that the scale of development proposed under Policy LIT.M1, 

at ‘around 250’ new dwellings is not justified and should be changed to ‘approximately 450 

dwellings’.  

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

planning permissions and completions/construction?  

2.14 An outline planning application (Ref 15/01296/ESO) for up to 250 dwellings and 3Ha of B1, B2 

& B8 employment was submitted by Cheffins, on behalf of the landowner, in October 2015 and 

subsequently withdrawn in July 2017. 

2.15 Barratt Northampton are in the process of preparing a planning application, with the aim of 

submitting a detailed planning application in early 2019.  

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

2.16 The proposed development of LIT.M1 would bring much needed housing on a suitable site in a 

sustainable location. Development of the site would secure a number of social, economic and 

environmental benefits: 



 

 

● Provision of both open market and affordable housing in a sustainable location, thus 

contributing to the Government’s objective of boosting the supply of housing and delivering a 

wide choice of high quality homes; 

● On-site provision of open space; 

● Environmental benefits through improved wildlife habitat such as gardens, public open space 

and landscaped corridors; and 

● Creation of direct and indirect construction-related jobs. 

g) How does the site relate to nearby uses?  

2.17 The site is well related to the existing built up area of Littleport, immediately adjoining residential 

development and Littleport Community Primary School to the east, and existing employment 

areas of Woodlands Farm to the north and Saxon Business Park to the south.  

2.18 The site has the potential to include new cycle and pedestrian links into the surrounding 

network to increase the accessibility and permeability of the site.  

h) What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the sites, including to heritage 

assets? How could they be mitigated?  

2.19 The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (November 2017) confirms that the development of LIT.M1 

would have no impact or effect on designated statutory and non-statutory sites and protected 

species, areas and sites designated for their historic interest or landscape and townscape 

character.  

2.20 In respect to heritage assets, the Cambridgeshire HER identifies a number of records of 

archaeological sites and monuments occurring within the site. However, satisfactory mitigation 

will be identified through further technical assessment in consultation with Historic England and 

Archaeological Officers. The proposed mitigation can be secured by a condition on any future 

application(s). 

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?  

2.21 The majority of the site is located within Flood Zone 1 (probability of river or sea flooding less 

than 1 in 1000 years). As such, there is a low risk of fluvial flooding that may affect the majority 

to site. Thus, it would be suitable for residential development. 

2.22 A small section of the south-west corner of the site falls within Flood Zone 2/3 as shown on the 

Environment Agency’s Maps for Planning. Thus, it is not appropriate for residential 

development, however could be utilised as landscaping for example.  

 



 

 

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?  

2.23 The Infrastructure Investment Plan (IIP) (November 2017) identifies the specific infrastructure 

items, which are required to support the scale of development being planned for, the point in 

time when such infrastructure items will be needed, the likely (indicative) cost of provision and 

potential sources of funding and categorises infrastructure items be priority. It should be read 

alongside the Transport Strategy for East Cambridgeshire (TSEC) which was prepared by 

Cambridgeshire County Council and identifies a number of transport infrastructure requirements 

to meet existing deficiencies and to support growth in the district. 

2.24 The IIP is generally strategic in nature and the requirements for site-specific infrastructure 

should be included in the Local Plan or can be specified through planning conditions or 

obligations during the planning application process. Policy LP16 of the emerging Local Plan 

sets out an expectation that developers will contribute toward the delivery of relevant 

0infrastructure either through direct provision, or through contributing financially toward the 

provision of local and strategic infrastructure. East Cambridgeshire District Council is also a 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Authority. The Council published a R123 

Infrastructure List in May 2018 which identifies infrastructure projects that it expects to be 

funded wholly or in part by CIL. 

2.25 Policy Littleport 2: Infrastructure and Community Facilities identifies a number of infrastructure 

items for Littleport as a whole and advises that development proposals in Littleport should 

consider whether it is appropriate and necessary to contribute towards one or more of the 

identified priority infrastructure items. The contribution could either be direct provision on-site or 

through developer contributions for off-site provision. The scale of contribution, if deemed 

necessary and appropriate, should be proportionate to the scale of development proposed, in 

line with paragraph 56 of the NPPF (2018) and paragraph 204 of the NPPF (2012). 

2.26 There are no other currently known physical or other constraints to development.  

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

issues be resolved?  

2.27 To inform the preparation of the Local Plan, the Council commissioned an update to its Water 

Cycle Study (WCS). The purpose of the WCS is to minimise growth impacts on the 

environment, water quality, water resources, infrastructure, and flood risk. The WCS identifies a 

number of Water Recycling Centres requiring infrastructure and / or treatment upgrades to 

accommodate growth and enhance water quality. Pre-development enquiries will be submitted 

on this site in due course and we would expect any constraint to be understood and addressed 

to enable delivery of development. However, there are no currently known constraints 

preventing the planned delivery of this development by Barratt Northampton. 

 

 



 

 

l) Is the site realistically viable and deliverable? 

2.28 The site is viable and deliverable. It is available now and Barratt Northampton are actively 

preparing a detailed planning application for submission in early 2019. Given that Barratt 

Northampton are a major house builder, any residential proposal on the site can be delivered 

within a short period of time, following grant of planning permission.  

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

2.29 The East Cambridgeshire Five Year Land Supply Report (October 2017), sets out an 

anticipated trajectory at Appendix 1: Table 8 for development sites and their predicted delivery 

rates to 2036. In respect of LIT.M1, the trajectory identifies the provision of 250 new homes, 

with first completions in 2021/22 and an anticipated completion rate of 50 dwellings per year up 

till 2025/26.  

2.30 We consider this to be a cautious assessment, but it is achievable and could be improved upon 

in terms of the overall contribution to housing land supply. As referred to earlier in this 

statement, Barratt Northampton consider that the site could deliver up to 450 dwellings in total.  

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

boundary?  

2.31 We consider the boundary to be appropriate.  

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

consistent with national policy?  

2.32 As detailed in our responses above, the proposed policy requirements as set out under 

criterions a,b c and d of Policy Littleport5: LIT.M1 are ineffective and unjustified. The following 

amendments (deletion shown as strikethroughs and proposed new text shown in blue) are 

requested to ensure the deliverability of the allocation:   

Littleport5: Site LIT.M1- Land west of Woodfen Road 

The following special considerations/requirements apply to proposals for site LIT.M1 

a. Delivery of a housing-led site comprising dwellings (around 250), potentially an element of 

employment provision, and wider infrastructure A housing-led development for approximately 

450 dwellings, supported by the provision of appropriate infrastructure; 

b. The main vehicular access to the site should be from Wisbech Road. Main vehicular access 

to the site via Woodfen Road will not be permitted,though a limited,secondary access via 

Woodfen Road may be permitted if clearly demonstrated its use would be limited; 

c. Where it is demonstrated that a safe and suitable vehicular access to Wisbech Road cannot 

be achieved, a new roundabout providing direct access to the A10 will be permitted. Delivery of 



 

 

the roundabout will require a coordinated approach to ensure: it also serves development at 

LIT.E1; and the current vehicular access to the Saxon Business Park direct from the A10 is 

closed, with new access to the Park provided indirectly via the roundabout (i.e.through LIT.M1). 

b. The access strategy for the site is to be agreed with the Local Highways Authority; 

d. Clear, legible pedestrian and cycle routes should be provided to connect the housing and 

employmentelementsofthedevelopmenttolocalservicesandfacilitieslocatedatWoodfen Road, 

Parson’s Lane (such as the primary school and medical centre), to the town centre and to 

employment opportunities at neighbouring Saxon Way Business Park and LIT.E1. This may 

require off-site works to facilitate these improvements; 

c. Pedestrian and cycle routes should provide clear, legible connections to neighbouring 

developments and the town centre; 

e.d. Provide a detailed Transport Assessment and Travel Plan, which will demonstrate, 

amongst other matters, how any adverse impacts on the local highway network will be 

mitigated. This Assessment should pay particular attention to demonstrating how cost-effective 

improvements to the transport network will be provided, as required by policies LP16 and LP17, 

in order to appropriately mitigate against the impacts of development;  

f. e. A landscape and noise buffer should be provided between development and the A10. 

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

for example, ‘concept plan’?  

2.33 Please refer to our response to question o) above. 

 

 


