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		M Farrar, S F Johnstone and D C Kelleway. 





		Cambridge City Councillors
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		South Cambridgeshire District Councillors


		J Batchelor, G Elsbury, J M Healey and S Kime
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		Also present


		R Summerfield (South Cambridgeshire)





Apologies:	County Councillor A C Kent.








67.	CAMBRIDGE NORTHERN FRINGE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY





The Joint Strategic Forum considered the outcome of public consultation and technical studies on six options for development within the Cambridge Northern Fringe (CNF).  The consultation had been undertaken and the options developed by the joint work of the County, City and District Councils.





The land in the CNF had been reserved for the development of uses having an essential need to be located in Cambridge and which could not be located elsewhere.  The list of such essential need uses had been agreed to comprise housing and ancillary services, high tech research and development, general employment (including relocation/expansion of firms from elsewhere in Cambridge), local shops, leisure, recreation, hotel, railway station, park and ride, other essential transport infrastructure, emergency services, courts and sewage treatment works.  





The public consultation had taken place between 6th November and 1st December 2000 and had included public exhibitions at four locations, the distribution of a consultation leaflet to parishes and wards adjoining CNF, an internet exhibition and on-line questionnaire completion, and a consultation report sent to interested parties. 





The preferences expressed by the public for the development options gave a somewhat mixed message, with options containing least housing/no employment, most housing/no employment and second most housing/most employment receiving about the same level of support.  The order of preferred uses was recreation/leisure, housing, emergency services, hi-tech, hotel, general industrial, car retail park and other.  There was clear support for making best use of the land in the CNF by developing both the east and west.





Traffic assessments had shown that all options would require access improvements between the development sites and the A14 interchanges at Milton and Histon.  Those options which included the greatest amount of employment would also generate sufficient extra traffic to make the widening of the A14 necessary (and potentially at the eastern end of CNF, a dedicated access from the A14), therefore carrying a significant infrastructure burden.  However, the eastern end was likely to offer the greatest potential for the use of non-car modes through Chesterton Station, the use of the former Cambridge/St. Ives railway line for high quality transport and the A14 Milton cycle/footbridge.





With regard to planning policy issued by the Government earlier in the year (PPG3), it was noted that a sequential test for the development of housing had been introduced, and that the government had proposed that this should be incorporated into development plans as soon as possible.  For the County and City Councils this would be as part of the next review of their Structure and Local Plan.  However, South Cambridgeshire was currently reviewing its Local Plan and would take the issues raised in PPG3 into account.  It was also noted that the CNF provided the only opportunity for an urban extension of Cambridge that was not currently in the Green Belt, and it was therefore the most sustainable location in South Cambridgeshire.





The underlying principle behind the development sequence put forward in the Regional Planning Guidance (RPG6) for the Cambridge Sub-Region, published in November 2000, was to address the imbalance of significantly more jobs than houses, particularly in Cambridge, where the provision of jobs was seriously out of balance with the provision of housing.  The CNF already provided for a range of different types of employment, and a balance with housing would only be achieved by making provision for significantly more houses than jobs.  





Other issues to be considered included the potential need of siting a waste management facility near the Sewage Treatment Works, the outstanding need for recreational/leisure uses in Cambridge, the benefits of relocating car retailing businesses from central city locations to CNF, and the possibility of including co-located courts and the need for additional hotel accommodation in association with a new railway station at Chesterton Junction. 





On the basis of the consultation outcomes and wider consideration, the Joint Strategic Forum was asked to comment on a preferred development option for the western part and the two eastern parts.  In the west, this included up to 900 dwellings, local community/shopping centre, primary school, B1 employment, transport interchange on the St Ives railway line, Arbury Camp ancient monument, and car retail.  In the east, on the Chesterton Sidings site, the preferred option included a railway station and multi-modal interchange, large scale recreation/leisure, hotel, County Court, emergency services, B1 employment, land for relocated businesses and possibly some apartment-style housing.  On the site of the Sewage Treatment Works, in the east, suggested development options included, either up to 1,950 dwellings with local community centre/shops, 2 form entry primary school, reduced STW and noise buffer alongside A14; or up to 1,530 dwellings with local community centre/shops, 2-form entry primary school, reduced SWT and waste management facility, and noise buffer alongside A14.  





Members expressed their appreciation of the efficient way in which officers of the three Councils, led by South Cambridgeshire, had worked together in undertaking the consultation, the testing and developing the preferred option in the short timescale available.  In discussion, concerns expressed and comments made were in relation to the following issues:





Housing





Support for the level of housing development proposed. 





Traffic/Transport Infrastructure





The need for the appropriate transport infrastructure to support the development to be in place from the beginning.





Concern about the possible traffic knock-on effect on the villages of Histon, Milton and Oakington, if the public transport proposals were not implemented in time.





The need to bring forward the reopening of the St Ives’ line for quality public transport.  Improved bus facilities on the B1049 would also be needed, as would improvements to park & ride.





Concern about the impact on land availability and noise of widening the A14 to three or four lanes.  However, it was important to remain flexible at the current time until it the outcome of the Cambridge-Huntington Multi-Modal Study was known and it became clear what provision was needed.   





Waste Management Facility (WMF)





Concern that siting a WMF at the east end might have a detrimental effect on the proposed development in view of the Sewage Treatment Works (STW) already there, and might generate additional traffic movements.  However, a possible facility should be retained in the preferred option at present, although it might eventually not be required





Employment Allocation





Concern about the adequacy of the land allocation for the anticipated expansion of the business park.  





The hope that the Science Park would retain its role as an incubator of firms that would move out when grown to a certain size.





Schools Provision





The recognition that there was enough spare capacity in secondary school provision in Cambridge to accommodate anticipated need from the new development.





The hope that a cycle bridge over the A14 could be provided to enable safe access to Impington Village College from Cambridge.





Relocation/Auto-park





Support for the relocation of car retailers and other non-conforming business uses, noting that car showroom operators, in consultation, had indicated a willingness to relocate.





Taking into account the issues raised in discussion, the Chairman summarised the emerging consensus view, which was agreed as follows:





That, recognising the uncertainties that still existed with regard to:





(i)	the outcome of the Cambridge-Huntingdon Multi Modal Study and its potential impact on the development options for the CNF; and 





(ii)	the possible need for a waste management facility on the eastern site, and its potentially adverse effect on the viability of the proposed “Urban Village” development there, to be the subject of further officer investigation; 





the Forum agreed to accept in general the preferred development strategy for the CNF as set out at section 7 of the report, subject to the following amendments to the proposed elements of development in the eastern part:





4 ha large scale recreation/leisure, add “which should satisfy sequential testing”;


delete “County Court 1.0 ha”; and


increase the proposed area of land for relocated businesses from 3.0 ha to 4.0 ha.
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