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1. Introduction 

1.1. Purpose of Report   

1.1.1. In November 2017, the Council issued an Evidence Report on Strategic Transport - 

implications and related issues of the Proposed Submission Local Plan (Ref PE28) the 

purpose of which was to provide an evidence base in support of the preparation and examination 

of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan, 2016-2036 (‘the Local Plan’), specifically providing context 

for the new Local Plan, in terms of strategic transport.    

1.1.2. The purpose of this Supplementary Note is to address matters as raised by, primarily, 

Cambridgeshire County Council in its representations on the Proposed Submission Local Plan.  

 

1.2. Cambridgeshire County Council representations 

1.2.1. The relevant representation (PS574) by the County Council is as follows: 

Policy LP2: Level and Distribution of Growth: The District Council needs to present more 

evidence of the transport impacts that are directly associated with the proposed 

development patterns. This does not necessarily mean that transport modelling is 

required. Nonetheless, a robust and defensible evidence base is needed to minimise the 

risk of delay and requirement for further work to be undertaken at a later date if the District 

Council is challenged and the evidence base is found wanting. Whilst the information in 

the Transport Evidence is reasonable it does not address the issues related to a more 

dispersed development pattern, leading to possible impacts such as longer distance to 

places of employment, lower levels of public transport walking and cycling and potential 

impact on the road network. 

 

Moreover it does not comment on the cumulative transport impact of development. As this 

issue has not been addressed we would like to highlight that the Local Plan may be at risk 

if the Transport Evidence for the Local Plan is challenged. The County Council would not 

be able to support ECDC in defending any challenge on transport grounds 

 

The County Council considers there is a need to review all the allocations for housing and 

employment taking a broad view on trip generation and the likely impacts this may have 

on the transport network noting the cumulative impacts of all development. Whilst the 

overall development numbers are not significantly different from the 2015 Local Plan there 

has been some changes in distribution. This is key in transport terms particular when 

more growth is planned for rural areas were public transport options are limited at best. 

 

1.2.2. Subsequently, following dialogue, the County Council advised (25 April 2018) that what was 

required was: 
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• A high level review of the current transport network in ECDC and surround area highlight 

any potential capacity problems/ pinch points- using existing data and studies the transport 

work for the 2015 LP will help with this as well as some later studies  

• Review of how the proposed development pattern is different from the 2015 LP  

• An assessment of the impact of the new development pattern vs the old to see if this will 

have any impact on the transport network- either positive/negative/none  

• Produce a summary that highlights the work that has been carried out above.     

1.2.3. This Supplementary Note is intended to address the above points made, and the County Council 

has been involved in the preparation of this note.  
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2. Potential Capacity / Pinch Points in ECDC and surrounding 
area 

 

2.1. Introduction  

2.1.1. This part of the Supplementary Note sets out known existing and potential highway capacity 

problems or ‘pinch points’. The purpose of doing so is that, later in this Supplementary Note, an 

assessment can be made of the impact of the new development arising from proposals in the 

submitted Local Plan, compared with the presently committed situation (i.e. adopted Local Plan / 

planning consents already given), to see if the submitted Local Plan will have any impact on the 

strategic transport network- either positive/negative/none. 

2.2. Potential Capacity / Pinch Points  

2.2.1. The following sets out the known main capacity / pinch points on the strategic highway network.  

 Ely area: A10 / A142.  

 A142 – southern end 

 A142 – as a whole (i.e. the whole corridor) 

 A10 – southern end (outside of district)   

2.2.2. Section 3.2 of the main Report highlighted these areas of potential concern, and set out what work 

was being taken to fully understand the issues, in detail, and set out a way forward to address 

those potential issues. 
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3. Further review of how the proposed development pattern is 
different from the committed situation 

 

3.1. Introduction  

3.1.1. The November 2017 Evidence Report (PE28) made comparisons between the adopted Local Plan 

and the emerging Local Plan and, at 4.9.1, concluded: 

 

“Overall, this part of the Report concludes that, in terms of the content of the emerging 

Local Plan, there appears to be no evidence which leads to the conclusion that there is a 

need for a comprehensive transport modelling work to be commissioned. In simple 

terms, the emerging plan is so similar to the recently adopted Local Plan, in strategic 

terms, that it would not be proportionate to ‘retest’ what is already adopted in the 

development plan. And, in terms of a broad view on trip generation, the effects of the 

Local Plan (i.e. the effects of what is new in the Local Plan compared with existing 

commitments, rather than the Local Plan as a whole), is that the Local Plan will have 

negligible effect. That does not mean there will be no strategic transport implications of 

the growth in the Local Plan. There will, but those implications are either already 

committed, or are being addressed by careful policy wording in the plan. “ 

 

3.1.2. The County Council has sought further evidence in this regard, and this Supplementary Note 

provides such further evidence.  

3.2. Growth arising from the submitted Local Plan  

3.2.1. Appendix 1 sets out all allocation sites in the submitted Local Plan which do not already have 

consent. It can be taken as read that consented schemes (i.e. sites with planning permission) 

cannot be ‘unconsented’ by the Local Plan, and therefore have to be accepted as they are. 

3.2.2. The fifth column of the table at Appendix 1 lists the site capacity of the non-consented allocated 

sites. As can be seen by the sixth column, a large number of such sites are already allocated in the 

adopted Local Plan. However, some of these ‘carried forward’ sites have different indicative 

housing numbers in the submitted Local Plan. Columns 5 and 6 easily identifies such changes. 

3.2.3. Column 7 then provides the ‘net gain’. Thus, for a completely new site (i.e. not carried forward from 

the 2015 Local Plan, and not a site with consent), the ‘net gain’ is equal to the indicative site 

capacity in the submitted Local Plan. However, when the site is carried forward from the 2015 

Local Plan, the ‘net gain’ might be zero, positive or negative. 

3.2.4. In practice, it is this ‘net gain’ which we need to be interested in, for the purpose of the Local Plan 

examination, because if the emerging Local Plan did not exist (or is found unsound), then all other 

sites (consented schemes and sites listed in the 2015 Local Plan) would be free to come forward in 

any event. This approach is consistent with advice from CCC, which stated on 8 May: 
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“The key issue is the change in the development pattern. Therefore for each settlement we 

need to see the cumulative difference in the level of development proposed as there are 

some areas where the level of development reduces and this might actually help relieve 

pressure on some parts of the road network. 

 

Equally there are a number of area that see a rise in the proposed development quantum 

and this might have a negative impact or not.” 

 

3.2.5. Table 2 of Appendix 1 uses the data in table 1, but simply combines the data into a ‘net gain’ for 

each parish. This table more helpfully illustrates the scale of ‘net gain’ at locations across the 

district, as well as across the district as a whole. 

3.2.6. Where a parish is not listed (and about half of all parishes are not listed) it is because the net gain 

is automatically ‘nil’ in that parish because the Local Plan is not proposing any new allocation at 

that location. 

 

3.3. Areas of more significant changes 

3.3.1. To draw out a few of the ‘highlights’ from Appendix 1: 

 Most parishes have minimal, if any, change in housing numbers arising from the submitted 

Local Plan. This is in addition to the other 18 parishes which automatically had a net nil 

change due to no new allocations in the Local Plan.  

 The greatest increase is at Kennett, at +500. This is entirely reflecting the strategic site 

(500 dwellings) allocated, in the submitted Local Plan, at Kennett. 

 The only two other settlements with a ‘net gain’ over 100 dwellings is Isleham (+150) and 

Witchford (+120 ). 

 Two settlements have a ‘negative net gain’, or ‘net loss’, namely Ely (-277) and Soham (-

164). This arises primarily as a result of the indicative dwellings on a few selected sites 

being reduced from the adopted Local Plan to the submitted Local Plan, to a more realistic 

and deliverable figure (rather than sites being deleted). For example, the Station Gateway 

site in Ely is reduced from 400-630 dwellings (2015 Local Plan indicative figure) to 100-200 

dwellings (submitted Local Plan), reflecting the fact that Tesco’s no longer wish to move 

from that area (whereas, when preparing the 2015 Local Plan, Tesco’s public position was 

that they did intend to move). 

 There appears no evidence that the Local Plan itself is resulting in (to use County 

Council’s words in PS574) “a more dispersed development pattern”.  
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4. An assessment of the impact of the new development pattern 
in the emerging Local Plan compared with the presently 
committed situation 

 

4.1. Introduction 

4.1.1. This section analyses the findings of section 3.   

4.2. Kennett   

4.2.1. By far the biggest ‘net gain’ is for the parish of Kennett. The adopted Local Plan has no allocations 

for the parish, and there is very little by way of consented schemes in the parish at present (a few 

single dwellings etc). However, the submitted Local Plan includes a single ‘strategic’ allocation of 

500 dwellings in the parish.  

4.2.2. The implications of this allocation on the strategic highway network is quite unusual in that, in 

practical terms, it will have no likely significant impact on the strategic highway network of the 

district, but could, potentially, have an impact on the wider network. This is simply a reflection of its 

geography, to the far east of the district, set within a triangle bounded by the A11, the A14 and 

another district (Forest Heath). 

4.2.3. The promoters of this site have been working in considerable detail over the past 1-2 years, and, 

the Council understands, are close to submitting a planning application for the site. 

4.2.4. In preparing for that planning application, the promoters have worked closely with the highway 

authorities and the Council has been reassured that a strategic allocation of 500 dwellings at 

Kennett will not result in insurmountable impacts on the strategic highway network. Indeed, as 

stated in the promoters representations (PS718), it is believed that “there are no significant 

physical, environmental or technical constraints to the development of the site at the scale 

envisaged.”  

4.2.5. The Council is anticipating a planning application at the end of May 2018. This will need to be 

accompanied by a comprehensive package of evidence, including the impact (and mitigation 

measures) on the strategic highway, together with other transport related evidence (such as rail 

related).  The Council knows such work is being prepared, and knows various stakeholders have 

contributed to its preparation. The Scoping Opinion and associated submission, as available on the 

Council’s website, helps demonstrate this point, but the Council is aware that a comprehensive 

package of evidence is to be submitted very shortly (and in advance of the hearing session).  

4.2.6. As such, and to avoid unnecessary duplication of work, the Council has not separately 

commissioned the same extensive work for the purpose of the Local Plan. That would not be a 

reasonable thing to do, because such work is under preparation already, informed by all relevant 

stakeholders and informed by the strategic direction of the District Council, and is due for public 

consumption as part of the planning application. Whilst it is unfortunate such extensive work is not 

yet published (the planning application was originally anticipated before the end of 2017, and 

hence was scheduled to be available during the Proposed Submission consultation stage and 
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Submission stage), the Council understands that the applicant is confident that, in relation to 

strategic transport matters, all relevant parties have been consulted, their issues addressed and 

agreed and a satisfactorily outcome available. 

4.2.7. At the point of debating the principle of a strategic allocation at Kennett as part of the Stage 1 

Hearings, the planning application is expected to be available, and confirmation that strategic 

transport matters have been considered, solutions proposed, and evidence of views of key 

stakeholders known. 

4.2.8. Moving forward, at the point of debating the specifics of the Kennett strategic allocation 

(presumably at Stage 2 of the Hearing sessions), the planning application will have been in the 

public domain for some considerable time, and representations on it made. All parties can, 

therefore, at that stage of the Local Plan hearings, be even more fully informed of the implications 

of a strategic site at Kennett.   

 

4.3. Isleham / Witchford  

4.3.1. Isleham and Witchford are the only two other locations with a ‘net gain’ over 100 dwellings (but 

only just over 100). In each case, this is primarily due to a single ‘new’ allocation (sites ISL.H4 and 

WFD.H2 respectively). 

4.3.2. For each location, the net gain of 150 or 120 (270 in total) represents just over 1%, in each case, 

of the total growth planned for the district. It must also be remembered that that 1% ‘must go 

somewhere’, on the basis that the two sites are, in their small 1% way, contributing to the 100% 

housing requirement. 

4.3.3. The question, for the purpose of this note, is whether the location of those two sites would have the 

potential of a demonstrable and harmful impact on the strategic highway network, or whether the 

distribution of these 270 homes would be better, in terms of resilience of the strategic highway 

network, to be located elsewhere. 

4.3.4. It is in the opinion of the Council that the scale of dwellings being referred to here is so small, that 

the net consequences of where you locate such dwellings would have negligible (and certainly 

unmeasurable – a strategic modelling exercise would not pick up such small amounts of dwellings, 

a point agreed with CCC) impact on the strategic highway network.  

4.3.5. That is not to say that each site, in each location, will not have its own unique highway matters to 

resolve, in terms of on-site matters, accessing the site, and potentially on the strategic highway 

network in the local vicinity. But these are matters suitably addressed at a planning application 

stage, and therefore can be ‘screened out’ of any further assessment at a strategic level. 

4.3.6. In addition, it is important to take into account the commentary under the next two sections, for Ely 

and Soham. 
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4.4. Ely 

4.4.1. As mentioned, Ely shows a ‘net loss’ rather than gain, predominantly arising from the significantly 

reduced expectation from Station Gateway site.  

4.4.2. The implication of such a loss is highly likely to be negligible on the strategic highway network. 

Obviously, such a reduction would reduce the demand on the strategic highway network arising 

from this settlement, particularly on the A142 and A10 (which themselves are responsible for the 

‘pinch points’ identified). 

4.4.3. However, perhaps most important of all to note is that the net loss in Ely (-277) outweighs the net 

gain in Witchford (+120). This is important because Witchford is geographically so close to Ely, and 

development in Witchford is almost as close to the main services / train station / strategic highway 

network of Ely as development at North Ely is i.e. from a strategic transport perspective, the two 

settlements almost act as one (though, the Council wants to make it clear that the two settlements 

clearly have their own local identities and characteristics, and the point being made here of almost 

‘acting as one’ settlement is purely in respect of strategic transport matters). 

4.4.4. Thus, any impact (which is likely to be negligible in any event) on the strategic transport network 

arising from the ‘net gain’ at Witchford can reasonably be assumed to be countered by the greater 

‘net loss’ at Ely.  

 

4.5. Soham  

4.5.1. Soham also demonstrates a ‘net loss’, though, at -164, it is less so than Ely. The reason for the net 

loss arising is slightly more complicated than at Ely because it is a number of sites which have had 

their indicative number slightly altered (as demonstrated by Table 1, rather than Table 2). 

4.5.2. Whilst the numbers are small (less than 2% of all growth), this net loss is most likely to be 

positively felt, if at all, on the A142, which is the primary route near Soham, and consequently on 

the pinch points of the A142 at both the southern end (junction with A14) and towards the north 

(junctions at Ely and Witchford). It is extremely unlikely to have any consequence (benefit) on the 

A10 southern end, because most traffic travelling south, including to the A14, would likely go down 

the A142 rather than A10. 

4.5.3. It is also worth noting, as it was with Ely and Witchford, that the ‘net loss’ at Soham is similar to the 

‘net gain’ at Isleham. Whilst the two locations are not quite as geographically close as 

Ely/Wicthford are, there is a clear relationship between the two settlements (eg for schools, high 

order shopping, health care, potentially a train station) and a clear relationship on the impact on 

the strategic highway network which those two settlements would have – namely, the A142. 

4.5.4. Thus, again, any impact (which is likely to be negligible in any event) on the strategic highway 

network arising from the ‘net gain’ at Isleham could reasonably be assumed to be countered by the 

greater ‘net loss’ at Soham. 
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4.6. Dispersed (or not) growth  

4.6.1. Appendix 1 clearly illustrates that, aside from the above, the amount of ‘net gain’ elsewhere across 

the district is very small indeed, and represents a tiny proportion of the overall growth. Well over 

half of parishes have a nil net gain. 

4.6.2. A conclusion cannot be reached that, where limited net gains exist, such ‘net gains’ will have an 

impact on the strategic highway network (remembering that the issue raised by the County Council 

is not one of total growth, but of how the growth is distributed i.e. the County Council accepts the 

growth will need to go somewhere, and cannot ‘disappear’, and will therefore have some impact on 

the strategic network wherever it is located).  

 

4.7. Impact on ‘pinch points’  

4.7.1. Section 2 (and the main report) highlighted the main pinch points in or near the district. 

4.7.2. We must remember that these pinch points exist already, and will need addressing as a result of 

existing demand and consented schemes (a matter the combined authority is aware of, and 

spending considerable resources investigating, as set out in the main report). However, for the 

purpose of the submitted Local Plan, will the proposals in the plan have any material effect on such 

pinch points? 

4.7.3. The first identified pinch point is around Ely, on the A142/A10. As noted, the only ‘net change’ in 

this precise geographical area (i.e. Ely / Witchford combined) is a ‘net loss’, albeit this is a minimal 

number. As such, the proposals arising from this Local Plan will have no material impact on this 

pinch point. 

4.7.4. The second pinch point is the southern end of the A142. However, any ‘net change’ in traffic 

feeding into the A142 heading south is, if anything, a ‘net loss’, once the combined effects of 

proposals at Soham and Isleham are accounted for. As such, the proposals arising from this Local 

Plan will have no material impact on this pinch point. 

4.7.5. The third pinch point is the A142 as a whole (i.e. the plethora of junctions along the route). 

However, any ‘net change’ in traffic feeding into the A142 is, if anything, a ‘net loss’, once the 

combined effects of proposals at Soham and Isleham are accounted for. As such, the proposals 

arising from this Local Plan will have no material impact on this pinch point. 

4.7.6. The fourth pinch point is the southern end of the A10, outside of the district. Primarily, growth in the 

northern half of the district may have an impact on this pinch point, whilst growth in the southern 

half will not. As we have seen, the ‘net change’ in growth is minimal arising from the Local Plan 

proposals.  As such, the proposals arising from this Local Plan will have no material impact on this 

pinch point.   
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5. Conclusions  

5.1.1. As can be seen from the further evidence set out in this supplementary note, the Council remains 

of the view that, with the exception of  the implications arising from the Kennett site, the impact of 

the proposals set out in the submitted Local Plan are negligible on the strategic transport network. 

5.1.2. This conclusion is reached because the overall ‘net gain’ is so small (just 122 once Kennett 

removed), and localised ‘net gains’ and ‘net losses’ are so small, and mostly cancel each other out 

in a geographically linked location. 

5.1.3. Evidence of any impact on the pinch points is also non-existence; the numbers are so small, and 

often a ‘net loss’ of housing growth in any event, that the proposals of the submitted Local Plan 

can be assumed to be of no concern on such pinch points. That’s not to say those pinch points do 

not exist, or do not need attention – they clearly do. But that is a consequence of past decisions, or 

past growth in demand. And these pinch points are the focus of considerable efforts and resource, 

coordinated by the Combined Authority. 

5.1.4. For Kennett, it is acknowledged that this ‘new’ proposal will have the potential of impact on the 

wider strategic network. However, these impacts have been thoroughly investigated, technical and 

deliverable solutions are believed to be available (as will be confirmed in the planning application 

to submitted very shortly), and detailed proposals will continue to be scrutinised through the 

planning application process.  

5.1.5. Thus, it continues to be concluded that the proposals directly arising from the proposals of the 

Local Plan will have no material negative effect on the strategic transport network. Indeed, any 

delay in adopting this Local Plan is likely to be the greatest risk to the strategic highway network, 

because the Council may find itself not being able to demonstrate a five year land supply, and the 

consequences of which are speculative development mostly located in the lower tiers of the 

settlement hierarchy – i.e. the fears County Council has in respect of dispersed growth and the 

impact on the highway are more likely to come true without this Local Plan, rather than with it. 
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Appendix 1 

 

Table 1:  

Parish PSLP Ref 
LP15 

Ref 
Site Address 

PSLP 

Indicative 

Site 

Capacity 

LP15 

Site 

Capacity 

Net 

Gain 

Bottisham CP BOT.H1 BOT1 Land east of Bell Road 50 50 0 

Dullingham CP DUL.H1   Land at Kettlefields 15   15 

Ely CP ELY.M1 ELY1 

North Ely Sustainable Urban 

Extension (remainder of) 
1000 

1000 0 

Ely CP ELY.M2 ELY2 The Grange, Nutholt Lane 10 50 -40 

Ely CP ELY.M3 ELY3 Paradise Area 50 64 -14 

Ely CP ELY.M4 ELY7 Station Gateway 100 400 -300 

Ely CP ELY.M6   Princess of Wales Hospital site 77   77 

Fordham CP FRD.H1 FRD1 

Land south of Mildenhall Road, 

East of Collin's Hill 
20 

10 10 

Fordham CP FRD.H4   Land off Steward's Field 12   12 

Haddenham CP HAD.H2 HAD2 Land at New Road 24 24 0 

Isleham CP ISL.H1 ISL1 

Land south and west of Lady 

Frances Court  
40 

15 25 

Isleham CP ISL.H4   Land off Fordham Road, Isleham 125   125 

Kennett CP KEN.M1   

Land to the west of Station 

Road 
500 

  500 

Littleport CP LIT.M1 LIT1 West of Woodfen Road 250 250 0 

Littleport CP LIT.M2   Land south of Grange Lane 600 600 0 

Lode CP LOD.H1   

Sunny Ridge Farmyard, Station 

Road 
20 

  20 

Mepal CP MEP.H1*   Land at Brick Lane, Mepal 50   50 

Soham CP SOH.H1 SOH1 Land off Brook Street 300 400 -100 

Soham CP SOH.H10   Land off Kingfisher Drive 100 100 0 

Soham CP SOH.H11   Northfield Road 170 170 0 

Soham CP SOH.H2   Land at 117 Mereside 11   11 

Soham CP SOH.H4 SOH4 Land off Fordham Road 90 90 0 

Soham CP SOH.H5 SOH5 Land south of Blackberry Lane 130 160 -30 

Soham CP SOH.H6 SOH6 Land north of Blackberry Lane 85 100 -15 

Soham CP SOH.H9   Land south of Cherry Tree Lane 200 200 0 

Soham CP SOH.M1 SOH3 Eastern Gateway area 550 600 -50 

Soham CP SOH.M2 SOH10 Land north west of The Shade 20 0 20 

Soham CP SOH.M3 SOH2 Land off Station Road 90 90 0 
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Stretham CP STR.H1   Land at Manor Farm 25   25 

Sutton CP SUT.H1 SUT1 Land off Mepal Rd  50 50 0 

Sutton CP SUT.H2   

Land east of Garden Close, 

Sutton 
25 

  25 

Swaffham Bulbeck 

CP SWB.H1   

Land off Heath Road and Quarry 

Lane, Swaffham Bulbeck 
38 

  38 

Swaffham Bulbeck 

CP SWB.H2   

Land fronting Heath Road, 

Swaffham Bulbeck 
18 

  18 

Swaffham Prior CP SWP.H1   Land south of High Street 20   20 

Witchford CP WFD.H2   Land at Common Road 120   120 

Wilburton CP WIL.H1   

Land to the north of the 

Bernstead off Station Road, 

Wilburton 

35 

  35 

Wilburton CP WIL.H2   

Land west of Clarke's Lane and 

south of Hinton Way, Wilburton 
25 

  25 

*NB. Site is located 

in Sutton CP but 

adjoining Mepal 

village. 

   

5,045 4,423 

622 
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Table 2 

Parishes with draft allocations w/o PP 
Total Net 

Gain 

Bottisham CP 0 

Dullingham CP 15 

Ely CP -277 

Fordham CP 22 

Haddenham CP 0 

Isleham CP 150 

Kennett CP 500 

Littleport CP 0 

Lode CP 20 

Mepal CP 50 

Sutton CP 25 

Soham CP -164 

Stretham CP 25 

Swaffham Bulbeck CP 56 

Swaffham Prior CP 20 

Witchford CP 120 

Wilburton CP 60 

Total 622 

NB. Mepal CP site is located within Sutton CP, but adjoining Mepal village 

 


