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1.0 INTRODUCTION   

1.1 We are instructed by our clients, Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Limited & Peter and Michael 
Seymour and Nicholas and Judith Holdsworth, to submit a Hearing Statement and appear at the 
Examination Stage 2 Hearings on their behalf in relation to the East Cambridgeshire Proposed 
Submission Local Plan and associated evidence base.  

1.2 RPS previously submitted representations on behalf of our clients to both the Local Plan Further 
Draft consultation in January 2017 and the Proposed Submission consultation in November 2017.  

1.3 The representations to the Local Plan Further Draft raised objections to the proposed housing 
allocations within Witchford and a number of draft policies including the Settlement Hierarchy and 
the Countryside (Policy LP3), Achieving Design Excellence (Policy LP22) and Conserving and 
Enhancing Heritage Assets (Policy LP27).   

1.4 The 2017 November representations to the Proposed Submission Local Plan raised further 
objections to the proposed allocation of housing sites within Witchford and a number of the draft 
policies including LP2, LP3, LP6, LP16, LP32, Witchford1, Witchford2, Witchford3 and the 
Sustainability Appraisal. 

1.5 These representations are provided in the appendices to the Hearing Statement submitted in 
relation to Matter 5.  

1.6 Section 2 of this Statement details our clients’ responses to a number of the Inspector’s Matters, 
Issues and Questions for discussion at the Stage 2 Examination Hearing Sessions. Statements to 
the Stage 1 Examination Hearing Sessions were submitted in May 2018. 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO THE INSPECTOR’S MATTERS, ISSUES, 
AND QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION AT THE 
EXAMINATION HEARINGS          

2.1 The Inspector has posed a number of questions in respect of Matters for the Stage 2 Examination. 
This Hearing Statement seeks to respond to questions of relevance to our clients’ interest in 
respect of Matter 13. These responses are provided below.   

Matter 13: Development in the Countryside  

Issue 1: Whether the plan has been positively prepared and whether it is justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy in relation to its approach towards development in the countryside? 

Question 58a  

2.2 Question 58a asks whether the settlement boundaries (envelopes) are appropriate and justified 
and whether any modifications are required.   

2.3 We do not consider that the settlement envelope for Witchford is appropriate and aver that it has 
not been prepared positively in accordance with national policy. While the settlement envelope for 
Witchford has been reviewed and expanded since the 2015 Local Plan, we contend that the 
proposed settlement envelope is not appropriate for the settlement and fails to plan positively for its 
future growth. Furthermore, settlement boundaries effectively provide a blanket protection to the 
countryside. The NPPF 2012 does not seek this level of protection for the countryside and it is 
therefore arguable whether settlement boundaries are even required.  

2.4 We highlight to the Inspector that a number of the existing and proposed developments within 
Witchford have not been included within the settlement boundary. In particular the west section of 
proposed housing allocation WFD.H1, existing residential units north of Main Street in the west of 
Witchford, and the majority of both Witchford Primary and Village College, have been excluded 
from the settlement envelope. We therefore contend that the proposed settlement boundary for 
Witchford does not reflect its built form.   

2.5 We contend that the current settlement envelope fails to plan positively for growth within Witchford 
and results in sustainable sites suitable for residential development being located outside of the 
development envelope, potentially deterring future sustainable growth within the settlement. This is 
contrary to the NPPF (2012) and Housing White Paper which both aim to significantly boost the 
supply of housing. Therefore, if the proposed settlement envelope is to be retained it should be 
expanded to ensure that sustainable sites for development are included within Witchford’s 
settlement envelope to positively plan for future growth. 
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Question 59 

2.6 Question 59 asks whether the parameters set out in Policy LP32 are justified, consistent with 
national policy and whether the policy reflects local circumstances and is sufficiently flexible to be 
effective.  

2.7 We consider that Policy LP32 is unsound and fails to plan positively for development within the 
District. Policy LP32 imposes an unnecessary and unreasonable limit on the number of dwellings 
which comprise infill development. The policies and supporting text also fails to provide any 
justification for a two dwellings limit. The policy is contrary to NPPF 2012 paragraph 89 which only 
seeks to limit infilling within the Greenbelt. National guidance does not define the number of 
dwellings infilling should be limited to. Furthermore Paragraph 55 promotes “sustainable 
development in rural areas” and encourages “housing to be located where it will enhance or 
maintain the vitality of rural communities”. The policy does not place any restrictions on the scale of 
development. Therefore we contend that the limitation on infilling is inconsistent with national 
policy.  

2.8 Policy LP32 is also at odds with rest of the Local Plan. Paragraph 3.3.8 sets out the Council’s 
allowances for ‘windfall’ development coming forward within the District. The paragraph states that 
‘windfall’ developments are typically schemes for 1-9 dwellings within urban areas but also include 
isolated rural dwellings or ‘exception’ sites on the edge of villages. The Local Plan provides for 
approximately 50 dwellings per year to come forward via ‘windfall’ development. However, the 
limitation placed on the scale of infill development by Policy LP32 restricts the number of windfall 
development sites which can come forward within the district making it more challenging for the 
Council to achieve the 50 dwellings per year they have targeted.  

2.9 This issue is exacerbated by the proposed settlement envelope being drawn around existing 
dwellings meaning that the majority of suitable sites on the edge of settlements covered by Policy 
LP32 would be treated as countryside rather than infill sites potentially suitable for development.      

2.10 Furthermore, according to Paragraph 4.1 of Evidence Base document ‘Policy LP32 – Infill 
Developments in locations outside of development envelopes’ (PS.EVR32), the policy was 
introduced to deal infill development “particularly in respect of the smallest villages and hamlets 
which do not have an identified Development Envelope around them.” Additionally the Council 
considered that “given the size and rural nature of the locations that this policy applies to, an infill 
plot size of 10 dwellings would be inappropriate, and by definition would not be ‘infill development’”.  

2.11 However according to Paragraph 6.12.2 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan, infill 
developments “will only be considered appropriate where the plot, and the surrounding dwellings, 
are related to settlements in the top 3 tiers of the settlements, as set out in LP3” (our emphasis). 
The top 3 tiers of the settlement hierarchy consist of the Main Settlements, Large Villages and 
Medium Villages. These are all settlements with proposed allocations and local services more than 
capable of supporting larger scale infill developments. We therefore contend that the reasons for 
restricting the scale of infill developments are not justified by the evidence produced by the Council 
and the plot sizes being limited to 2 dwellings should be removed.  
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2.12 We consider for policy LP32 to be found sound the following changes are required to the policy:  

 The removal of the limit of two dwellings for infilling sites and for this to be determined on a 
site by basis; and  

 Recognition that sites on the edge of the development envelope could be considered as 
suitable for larger numbers of dwellings and still be treated as infill development. 

2.13 We consider that this approach is supported by Paragraph 55 of the NPPF 2012 which specifically 
states that developments in one settlement can be supported by services in a settlement nearby, 
thereby recognising the benefits that sustainable development can bring to the wider area. In any 
event the scale of the settlements to which policy LP32 applies are a sufficient scale to support 
further growth without the support of other nearby settlements.      
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3.0 CONCLUSION  

3.1 On behalf of our clients, we have a number of concerns in relation to the soundness of the draft 
submission version of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan. This Hearing Statement has been 
produced in response to Matter 13: Questions 58a and 59.  

3.2 We consider that the designation of the Settlement boundaries and Policy LP32 are not justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy. Therefore the draft submission plan is current unsound 
in this regard. For the draft Local Plan to become sound we consider that the following changes are 
required:  

 That the proposed settlement boundaries are removed as they are not required to be 
consistent with the NPPF. Rather sites should be assessed on an individual basis in order 
to determine whether they are suitable for development; 

 In the event they are retained, the settlement boundary for Witchford to be reviewed to 
ensure that the proposed allocations are fully incorporated; 

 The settlement boundary for Witchford to be extended to allow for sustainable future 
growth, such as at land south of Main Street, Witchford (Horse Meadow) in accordance 
with national guidance;  

 Policy LP32 be revised to remove the limit on infill development to two units. We contend 
that no limit should be placed on the number of units considered as infill development. 
Instead this should be assessed on a site by site basis to allow for maximum flexibility and 
to boost housing delivery;  

 The policy should recognise that large scale developments can be considered as infill 
development provided they are suitably located within or immediately on the edge of 
settlement envelopes.    
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