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Matter 19: Other Policies 
 

Relevant Policies- LP1, LP11, LP12, LP13, LP24, LP33 and Witcham 3 

Issue 1: Whether other policies are justified, positively prepared, effective and consistent 
with national policy? 

77. For all policies above: 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it seeking to achieve? 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence base? 

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this clear? 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow for specific circumstances and the 
effect on viability to be taken into account? 

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective and consistent with national policy? 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies within the Plan? 

 

In response to above questions, we have set up a table for each policy and each of the 
question is answered in the Council’s response column. A ‘summing up’ box is added at the end 
of each table to provide, as necessary, justification for the policy and for its inclusion in the 
Local Plan. 

 

Policy LP1:A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

See PS.EVR1 document in particular section 1 
and section 2 of this document. 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

This policy has its own evidence base document 
(PS.EVR1) which outlines the basis for this policy.  
Any changes made as result of the consultation 
are recorded in sections 3 and 4 and justification 
provided for the changes. 

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through 
development management decisions, though it is 
recognised that few applications are likely to be 
refused or approved solely on the basis of this 
policy. 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

Yes. The policy is not unduly restrictive or 
prescriptive. Para 57 of the NPPF(2018) (which 
will be the NPPF in force at the point of adopting 
the plan) makes it clear how viability can be taken 
into account in specific circumstances: 



3 
 

“It is up to the applicant to demonstrate whether 
particular circumstances justify the need for a 
viability assessment at the application stage. The 
weight to be given to a viability assessment is a 
matter for the decision maker, having regard to all 
the circumstances in the case, including whether 
the plan and the viability evidence underpinning it 
is up to date, and any change in site 
circumstances since the plan was brought into 
force.” 

There is no need to repeat such policy throughout 
the plan. 

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

See PS.EVR1 document in particular section 1 of 
this document. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes as recorded in PS.EVR1 document. 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

This policy provides guidance on how sustainable 
development will be delivered in East 
Cambridgeshire and provide assurance for 
developers that applications for sustainable 
development will be approved without delay.  
There are no other policies in the Local Plan that 
covers this matter. 

Overall, of all the policies in the plan, Policy LP1 is not fundamental, and is arguably a position 
statement rather than a true planning policy. It is perhaps a legacy of past (though post NPPF) 
government policy which insisted on such a policy being included. 

The Council would not have any significant concerns with the policy being removed, but the Plan does 
not seem to be unsound due to its inclusion, and therefore the simplest (perhaps legally only) solution 
is to retain the policy as is. This echoes the Inspectors views at Central Lincolnshire, whereby in their 
IR* for a near identical policy, they state: 

“392. The first part of Policy LP1 confirms that the three districts will take a positive approach to 
development and will work proactively with applicants. This is reasonable. The second part of the 
policy broadly repeats the second part of paragraph 14 of the Framework in relation to decision-taking. 
It is unclear whether there is any positive benefit in translating this national policy on decision-taking 
into a development plan policy. However, its presence does not make the plan unsound.” 

 

*https://www.n-kesteven.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=37195 

 

Policy LP11:Tourist Facilities and Visitor Attractions 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

See PS.EVR11 document in particular section 1 
and section 2 of this document. 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

This policy has its own evidence base document 
(PS.EVR11) which outlines the basis for this 
policy.  Any changes made as result of the 
consultation are recorded in sections 3 and 4 and 
justification provided for the changes. 
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c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through 
development management decisions. The criteria 
in the policy are clear. 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

More generally, see our response to section (d) of 
the Policy LP1. 

Specifically to this policy, it is important that the 
applicant demonstrates that the proposal is a 
viable proposition, otherwise the policy could be 
subject to substantial abuse. 

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

See PS.EVR11 document in particular section 1 
of this document. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes as recorded in PS.EVR11 document. 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

Tourism is a relatively important issue in East 
Cambridgeshire.  Policy LP11 provides guidance 
on what is required from the applicant in terms of 
evidence and information.  As discussed in 
sections 3 and 4 of PS.EVR11 document, the 
policy has been modified taking account of the 
representation made and to clarify the policy. 

Overall the policy is needed in the Local Plan to provide guidance to applicants in submitting their 
proposals.  Tourism is an important element of the local economy and it is important that sustainable 
tourism is encouraged in the area.  Policy LP11 provides such support and it does not duplicate 
national or other policies in the Plan.   

 

Policy LP12:Tourism Accommodation (excluding holiday homes) 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

See PS.EVR12 document in particular section 1 
and section 2 of this document. 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

This policy has its own evidence base document 
(PS.EVR12) which outlines the basis for this 
policy.  Any changes made as result of the 
consultation are recorded in sections 3 and 4 and 
justification provided for the changes. 

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through 
development management decisions. 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

More generally, see our response to section (d) of 
the Policy LP1. 

Specifically to this policy, it is important that the 
applicant demonstrates that the proposal is a 
viable proposition, otherwise the policy could be 
subject to substantial abuse. 
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e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

See PS.EVR12 document in particular section 1 
of this document. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes as recorded in PS.EVR12 document. 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

Whilst tourism accommodation is a relatively 
minor issue in East Cambridgeshire, Policy LP12 
provides guidance on what is required from the 
applicant in terms of evidence and information.  
As discussed in sections 3 and 4 of PS.EVR12 
document, the policy has been modified taking 
account of the representation made in particular, 
the impact of tourism on the protected 
conservation sites in the area. 

Tourism is an important element of the economy in East Cambridgeshire due to its many attractions.  
There is reasonable demand for tourism accommodation in the area.  Policy LP12 provide guidance to 
applicants including the need for a business plan if, for example, it is outside a development envelope.  
The policy also provides a balance between supporting tourist accommodation and the potential harm 
tourism can do to protected conservation sites.  East Cambridgeshire has a number these protected 
sites and it is important this policy is included in the Local Plan so that a balanced decision is made 
based on all available evidence.  This policy does not duplicate national or other policies in the Local 
Plan. 

 

Policy LP13:Holiday Cottage Accommodation (including seasonal occupancy) 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

See PS.EVR13 document in particular section 1 
and section 2 of this document. 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

This policy has its own evidence base document 
(PS.EVR13) which outlines the basis for this 
policy.  Any changes made as result of the 
consultation are recorded in sections 3 and 4 and 
justification provided for the changes. 

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through 
development management decisions. 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

See our response to section (d) of the Policy LP1. 

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

See PS.EVR13 document in particular section 1 
of this document. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes as recorded in PS.EVR13 document. 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

Holiday cottage accommodation can bring 
benefits to the local economy especially when 
under-used building are brought back into use.  
Policy LP13 provides guidance on what 
information is required from the applicant and 
conditions that may be placed on the property.  



6 
 

As discussed in sections 3 and 4 of PS.EVR13 
document, the policy has been modified 
particularly at further draft stage to reflect 
comments made and for clarity. 

This type of accommodation can provide economic benefits to rural areas especially when it results in 
bringing back into use under-used buildings.  However, it is recognised that this type of use needs to 
be carefully managed, so as to avoid abuse of the policy and avoid applicants claiming a property will 
be a ‘holiday cottage’ but in reality it will be, either immediately or soon in the future, just a normal 
market home.  Policy LP13 does not duplicate national or other policies in the Plan.  

 

Policy LP24:Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Development 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

See PS.EVR24 document in particular section 1 
and section 2 of this document. 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

This policy has its own evidence base document 
(PS.EVR24) which outlines the basis for this 
policy.  Any changes made as result of the 
consultation are recorded in sections 3 and 4 and 
justification provided for the changes. 

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through 
development management decisions.  

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

See our response to section (d) of the Policy LP1. 

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

See PS.EVR24 document in particular section 1 
of this document. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes as recorded in PS.EVR24 document. 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

Renewable and low carbon energy development 
is an issue in East Cambridgeshire.  Policy LP24 
provides guidance on what is required from the 
applicant in terms of evidence and information.  
As discussed in sections 3 and 4 of PS.EVR24 
document, the policy has been modified taking 
account of the representation made and taking 
account of existing and new evidence. 

Reducing carbon emission is a national priority and this policy is a local, positive, response to this 
issue.  Policy LP24 recognises that a balance has be reached between providing renewable and low 
carbon energy and protecting the environment and landscape.  The policy provides guidance to 
potential applicants as to what information needs to be considered when submitting planning 
applications. 

 

Policy LP33: Residential Annexes 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 
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a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

See PS.EVR33 document in particular section 1 
and section 2 of this document. 

b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

This policy has its own evidence base document 
(PS.EVR33) which outlines the basis for this 
policy.  This is a new policy, and only introduced 
at the proposed submission consultation draft of 
the Local Plan.  It was introduces in response to a 
reasonably high number of planning applications 
for this type of development and so clear policy 
was needed as to how these would be assessed, 
and how decision takers should react to such 
proposals.  

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through 
development management decisions. 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

See our response to section (d) of the Policy LP1. 

Any greater flexibility would likely result in abuse 
of the policy, with new stand-alone residential 
units created in back gardens, contrary to national 
policy, and likely harmful to a host of amenity 
issues.  

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

See PS.EVR33 document in particular section 1 
of this document. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes as recorded in PS.EVR33 document. 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

Due to the relatively high number of planning 
applications for this type of development, LP33 
has been introduced to the Local Plan.  Policy 
LP33 provides guidance on what is required from 
the applicant in terms of evidence and 
information.  As discussed in sections 3 and 4 of 
PS.EVR33 document, the policy has been 
modified taking account of the representation 
made in particular, the impact of tourism on the 
protected conservation sites in the area. This 
policy does not duplicate national or local plan 
policies. 

Policy LP33 is drafted to address a local issue that has come to more prominence recently.  Under the 
current Local Plan (and national policy for that matter), there is no clear direction as to how decision 
takers should react to a planning application for an annexe.  Policy LP33 gives that clarity.  

 

Policy Witcham3 

Inspector’s Question Council’s Response 

a) What is the basis of the policy? What is it 
seeking to achieve? 

The policy is to provide certainty that 
development is, in principle, acceptable on this 
site, for up to 10 units. Two unimplemented 
consents exist for the site, ranging from 8-10.  
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b) How does the policy relate to the evidence 
base? 

Two relatively recent (post NPPF) planning 
applications approvals. 

c) How will the policy be implemented? Is this 
clear? 

The policy will be implemented through the extant 
planning permission or a fresh planning 
application. 

d) Is the policy sufficiently flexible? Would it allow 
for specific circumstances and the effect on 
viability to be taken into account? 

See our response to section (d) of the Policy LP1. 

e) How does the policy relate to national policy? 
How is it consistent? Are there any 
inconsistencies? 

Not applicable as this was considered at planning 
application stage. 

f) In overall terms is the policy justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy? 

Yes 

g) Does it duplicate national or other policies 
within the Plan? 

No. It is very site specific. 

This policy (and allocation) was included to reflect a consented scheme.  

 


