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1

Introduction

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

This report has been prepared by Bidwells LLP, to support representations on the first
proposals for the Greater Cambridge Local Plan (GCLP). The report explores the
evidence on housing and employment need produced by the Greater Cambridge
Shared Planning Team (GCSPT) that are preparing the GCLP for Cambridge City
Council (CCC) and South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC).

The GCLP first proposals suggest requirements of 44,400 homes and 58,500 new jobs
between 2020 and 2041. Accommodation for gypsies, travellers and travelling show

people sites will be proposed but numbers are still to be confirmed.

The objective assessment of housing and employment need is a requirement of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)! and should adhere to the accompanying
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

NPPF paragraph 8 explains that to achieve sustainable development, the planning

system has three interdependent objectives:

£,

a) an economic objective — to help build a strong, responsive and competitive
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right
places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved
productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure;

b) asocial objective — to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by
ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the
needs of present and future generations; and by fostering well-designed, beautiful

and safe places, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and

MHCLG. (July 2021). National Planning Policy Framework.

“As established through statements of common ground (see paragraph 27).”

“The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in development plans) relating to:
habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph 181) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific

15

future needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being; and

c) an environmental objective — to protect and enhance our natural, built and
historic environment; including making effective use of land, improving
biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution,
and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon

economy.”

NPPF paragraph 11 then explains how the presumption in favour of sustainable

development functions for plan-making:

[

a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet
the development needs of their area; align growth and infrastructure; improve the
environment; mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land in

urban areas) and adapt to its effects;

b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs
for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within

neighbouring areas?, unless:

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale,

type or distribution of development in the plan area3; or

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework

taken as a whole.”

Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a
National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats;
designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 68);
and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change.”
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1.6 It is within this context that the GCSPT prepared or commissioned the following:
The Employment Land and Economic Development Evidence Study (ELEDES)*
The Housing and Employment Relationships (HER) report®
The Development Strategy Topic Paper®
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA)’

1.7 These reports are considered in the following three chapters with Chapter 5 providing

conclusions and recommendations.

4 GL Hearn, SQW & Cambridge Econometrics. (November 2020). Greater Cambridge Employment Land 6 GCSPT. (November 2021). Development Strategy Topic Paper.
and Economic Development Evidence Study. 7 LUC. (October 2021). Greater Cambridge Local Plan: First Proposals Sustainability Appraisal.
5 GL Hearn. (November 2020). Greater Cambridge Local Plan: Housing and Employment Relationships.
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2 Employment Need
2.1 As set out in the previous chapter, the NPPF's economic objective set out in paragraph 2.4 The Government sees Cambridge’s life sciences cluster as a significant unique selling
8 is to: point for UK PLC when seeking trade partners globally, with UK Trade & Investment
(UKTI, now part of the Department for International Trade) committing to help in
el LI e SIrg), ESREnls e SemE e SEONEIY, (9 EnEUg il S securing inward investment as part of the 2014 Growth Deal®. The importance of its
land of the right types is available in the right places and at the right time to support success for the national economy post-Brexit and Covid-19 should not be
S, (TMEEME E0ms) ITErenetl pre@ ueivty; Simd) 7 Emning enel eosrneig e underestimated. Indeed, the £2.9 billion it contributes to the UK economy was
PSRN O IS SIE; highlighted in the recent consultation on the Oxford-Cambridge Arc Spatial
10
2.2 This should be read in the context of NPPF paragraph 16, which highlights that plans Framework™.
should be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable. NPPF 25 NPPF paragraph 82 continues by making clear that planning policies should:
paragraph 35 is also relevant, which makes clear that plans are 'sound' if they are
positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the areas ‘a) setout a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively
objectively assessed needs. encourages sustainable economic growth, having regard to Local Industrial
Strategies and other local policies for economic development and regeneration;
2.3 Chapter Six of the NPPF then sets out specific economic principles with paragraph 81
stating that: b) set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match the
strategy and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period;
"Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses
can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to c) seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate
support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business infrastructure, services or housing, or a poor environment; and
needs and wider opportunities for development. The approach taken should allow each : - :
PP P PP d) be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for
area to build on its strengths, counter any weaknesses and address the challenges of . . . . :
new and flexible working practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to
the future. This is particularly important where Britain can be a global leader in driving . . . ”
enable a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances.
innovationg, and in areas with high levels of productivity, which should be able to
capitalise on their performance and potential.” 2.6 Finally, NPPF paragraph 83 states that:

“The Government’s Industrial Strategy sets out a vision to drive productivity improvements across the
UK, identifies a number of Grand Challenges facing all nations, and sets out a delivery programme to
make the UK a leader in four of these: artificial intelligence and big data; clean growth; future mobility;

10

“Planning policies and decisions should recognise and address the specific locational

and catering for an ageing society. HM Government (2017) Industrial Strategy: Building a Britain fit for
the future.”
HM Government. (2014). Greater Cambridge Greater Peterborough Growth Deal.

HM Government. (July 2021). Creating a Vision for the Oxford-Cambridge Arc: Consultation.
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2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

requirements of different sectors. This includes making provision for clusters or
networks of knowledge and data-driven, creative or high technology industries; and for
storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales and in suitably accessible

locations.”

What is very clear from the NPPF therefore is the importance of enabling aspirational
sustainable economic growth, particularly in areas that benefit from specific clusters
that are important to the UK economy and its share in the global economy. It is also
clear that when determining the scale of economic growth a plan should seek to target,
it should only be limited by what can reasonably be delivered, without constraint.
Environmental or social constraints might be applied later in order to achieve a pattern
of sustainable development, but the starting point for formulating policy should be

deliverable, objectively assessed, economic growth.

The PPG is relatively limited on how the objectively assessed employment need should
be determined. At paragraph 2a-027 it suggests that following sources of data:

o “sectoral and employment forecasts and projections which take account of likely

changes in skills needed (labour demand)

. demographically derived assessments of current and future local labour supply
(labour supply techniques)

. analysis based on the past take-up of employment land and property and/or future
property market requirements

. consultation with relevant organisations, studies of business trends, an
understanding of innovative and changing business models, particularly those
which make use of online platforms to respond to consumer demand and

monitoring of business, economic and employment statistics.”
The paragraph ends by stating that:

“Authorities will need to take account of longer term economic cycles in assessing this

data, and consider and plan for the implications of alternative economic scenarios.”

For the GCLP, employment need is calculated within the ELEDES.

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

The ELEDES recognises that forecasting employment is complicated, mostly due to the
rapid changes seen in employment growth over the last decade compared to the
decade before. As a result, there are several estimates of current employment across
Greater Cambridge that cannot at this time be rationalised to form a single base to

which then be used to forecast future employment need.

When published next year, the 2021 Census will assist in this and will result in much of
the data on which the ELEDES is based on, from the 2011 Census onwards, being
revised. In many areas these revisions will be minimal but areas that have seen
substantial change, such as Greater Cambridge, are likely to see the greatest revisions.

Itis likely therefore that the ELEDES will require revision before the GCLP is adopted.

In essence the ELEDES relies heavily on the East of England Forecasting Model
(EEFM), deviating from it only for key industrial sectors that the model is known to
struggle with, namely the research and development, health and care, and professional

services sectors.

The EEFM was originally designed by Oxford Economics and is currently owned by the
East of England Local Government Association (EELGA). The most recent outputs of
the model have been prepared by Cambridge Econometrics. These outputs are 2019
based and use the ONS 2016-based Sub National Population Projections (2016SNPP).
The 2016SNPP has since been replaced by the 2018SNPP.

There have been a number of criticisms of the EEFM in recent years, most notably how
the model is constrained to the 2016SNPP at the regional level. This means that any
economic growth that would need a greater population than that seen in the 2016SNPP
is effectively disregarded. In addition, many of the assumptions are fixed at the 2011
Census results, such as in the commuting matrix that determines residence
employment, with no provision to modify these where more recent data suggest they

are no longer appropriate.

Care therefore needs to be had in considering the results of the EEFM in a strategic
planning context, where the NPPF requires the employment need to be unconstrained

and objectively assessed.

BIDWELLS
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2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

Fundamentally, since the completion of the ELEDES, the EELGA has now decided to
discontinue updating the EEFM*. While the reasons for this are unclear, the fact that
both the original designer, Oxford Economics, and the latest operator, Cambridge
Econometrics, both produce economic projections that are not constrained by

population, it is likely that it is no longer considered fit for purpose.

Despite this, this does not mean that the EEFM should be automatically disregarded. It
does provide a good indicator of how the economy may develop within the context of
the assumptions included in the model. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume as a
baseline that employment growth would be 40,100 jobs between 2020 and 2041 as the
ELEDES sets out. However, as is recognised, this would mean that those key sectors
that the EEFM struggles with would be heavily constrained.

To remedy this the ELEDES takes these key sectors and considers them separately. It
recognises that if historical average growth rates were to be applied, future growth
would be exponential. In many cases exponential growth would not matter as the real
increase in employment each year would be miniscule. However, based on the rapid
growth seen in recent years in these key sectors, exponential growth would quickly
become undeliverable. Therefore the ELEDES, quite rightly seeks to ‘dampen down’

this growth to a more realistic level.

However, what is concerning is that this dampening down is based on the EEFM
baseline projection —the very projection that the ELEDES acknowledges fails to
adequately address growth in the key sectors in the first place. Furthermore, the

ELEDES only sets out two scenarios for this dampening down:

The Central Growth Scenario (KS2) which is the lower quartile between the EEFM
baseline projection and the historic growth rate between 2001 and 2017.

The Higher Growth Scenario (KS3) which is the mid-point between the EEFM
baseline projection and the historic growth rate between 2001 and 2017.

11

https://cambridgeshireinsight.org.uk/EEFM/

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

No consideration appears to have been given to a scenario using the upper quatrtile.

Fundamentally there appears to be little analysis of which quartile (which are in
themselves arbitrary) might be the most appropriate beyond the assertion that the
Greater Cambridge economy is at a peak and over the longer term growth will likely be

lower than that seen in the past decade.

This fails to recognise the unique narrative behind the exceptional growth seen in the

past decade.

The last Cambridgeshire Structure Plan and East of England Regional Spatial Strategy
sought to heavily constrain development around Cambridge, in particular by limiting the
amount of non-R&D floorspace that could be built. The Green Belt as well acted as a
clear brake on development, preventing the expansion of Cambridge.

It was not until the currently adopted Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Local
Plans started to be developed that these tight restrictions started to be loosened, in the
context of the new NPPF, which promoted economic growth. Even then, many
developments were affected by the 2008 recession and investment was hesitant until
the plans were finally adopted in 2018. It was therefore only after 2018 that investment
truly started to reflect its full potential. In the three short years since then, which have
seen the Covid-19 pandemic and the realisation of Brexit, insufficient data is available
to determine where in an economic cycle the Greater Cambridge economy might

currently be.

Given that most of the data used in the ELEDES pre-dates 2018, prior to the adoption
of the local plans, it is highly unlikely that it represents the peak in the Greater
Cambridge economic cycle.

BIDWELLS
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2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

2.31

2.32

Assuming therefore that those key sectors that contribute such a significant proportion
of the growth in recent years should reflect the lower quartile between the EEFM and
historic growth rate is unreasonable. It would suggest that the mid-point or the upper

guartile might be more appropriate, perhaps an even higher figure.

It is also important to not focus entirely on those key sectors. For every person working
in those key sectors, there will need to be people working in other essential sectors if
the local economy is to function. For example, there is little point in making specific

provision for life scientists if provision is not also made for those teaching their children,

serving them in the supermarket, or those building their new home.

The analysis in the ELEDES does not seem to recognise this ‘sticky’ relationship
between sectors. If one sector is being uplifted from the EEFM baseline, all other

sectors should also be uplifted to some degree to balance the economy.

At this stage, with the 2021 Census to be published early next year, it is not appropriate

to provide an alternative analysis of employment need. However, it is likely that the
answer is within Table 10 of the ELEDES. This shows that the lowest projected
employment growth is derived from the EEFM at 40,100 jobs while the highest is from
the 2011-2017 annual average change at 125,200 jobs.

This higher figure is likely to be too high, not least because (reflecting the NPPF) it is
unlikely to be deliverable. The lowest the GCLP should be planning for is 45,761 jobs,
which is linked to the Local Housing Need Standard Method (LHNSM), rather than the
EEFM 40,100 jobs.

Realistically, employment need is likely to be the average between the 2001-2017
annual average change and 2011-2017 annual average change, 90,250 jobs. This
closely reflects the CPEIR proxy result of 92,100 jobs. This would seem to best fit the
requirements of the NPPF by reflecting an unconstrained view of employment growth

while recognising what is realistically deliverable.

BIDWELLS
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3

Housing Need

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

As set out in chapter one, the NPPF's social objective set out in paragraph 8 is to:

“support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number
and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and future
generations; and by fostering well-designed, beautiful and safe places, with accessible
services and open spaces that reflect current and future needs and support

communities’ health, social and cultural well-being;”

Housing is central to the NPPF and is referenced more than any other use. As set out in

paragraph 60:

“To support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it
is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is
needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed

and that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay.”

To this end, the Government has introduced the Local Housing Need Standard Method
(LHNSM) in paragraph 61 of the NPPF to determine the minimum number of homes
that strategic planning policies should plan for. However, LHNSM is not the objectively
assessed need for housing, which is the minimum amount of housing strategic policies
should seek to achieve, as clearly set out in NPPF paragraph 11. It is therefore
incumbent on a strategic plan-maker to determine if the objectively assessed need is
higher or lower than the LHNSM. If the objectively assessed need is lower than the
LHNSM, the LHNSM takes precedence and the objectively assessed need becomes
largely irrelevant. If the objectively assessed need is higher than the LHNSM, the OAN
takes precedence and the LHNSM becomes entirely irrelevant as it is a simple policy

tool.

Paragraph 2a-010 of the PPG explains the circumstances where the objectively
assessed need for housing is likely to be higher than the LHNSM, which does not:

‘predict the impact that future government policies, changing economic circumstances

or other factors might have on demographic behaviour”.

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

The paragraph then provides some examples of circumstances where this might be
appropriate such as growth strategies, strategic infrastructure improvements or unmet
needs from neighbouring authority (the latter is not relevant in this case). The
paragraph then notes that there might be other evidence to suggest significantly greater

levels of housing need, such as Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMAS).

In the case of Greater Cambridge, the ELEDES clearly sets out the employment need
would require more housing than suggested by the LHNSM. Therefore the LHNSM is

no longer relevant and no further consideration is given to it in this report.

The HER report takes the two employment need scenarios set out in the ELEDES, as

discussed in the previous chapter, and converts the number of jobs into homes.

To do this the HER needs to first determine the baseline resident population. In
Cambridge, this has always been an issue given its substantial student population and
yet the HER analysis seems to misunderstand this. While the report does identify that
the differences between official population estimates and the much higher estimates for
the patient register are most likely due to students, it dismisses the patient register on
the basis that too few dwellings have been delivered since 2011 to accommodate that

population rise.

There are two issues with this. First, using dwellings as the measure ignores student
housing entirely, which will have supported a considerable population. Second, where
students are occupying market housing, they tend to do so at far greater densities

(people per household) than families.

BIDWELLS
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3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

In terms of the first point, the Housing Land Supply report!? identifies that 1,112 3.15
dwellings were completed in Cambridge in 2017/18 and 868 dwellings in 2018/19.

However the Housing Delivery Test (HDT) results suggests that the number of homes

delivered, which includes communal establishments, was 1,145 and 1,098 respectively.

This alone suggests 13% more homes than dwellings alone.

Rather than just blending the two sources of population data, it would be better to
provide scenarios considering the implications of using the official estimates, the patient
register and different blends of the two. This would allow the reader to understand the 3.16

sensitivities involved.

Other economic variables such as unemployment rates, economic activity rates and
double-jobbing are considered appropriate. The one exception however is the 3.17

commuting ratio applied.

It is welcome that the GCSLT have selected the 1.1 commuting scenario as the housing
requirement to pursue. However, it is concerning that this 1:1 only relates to jobs in
excess of those supported by housing equivalent to the LHNSM result using the 2011
Census ratio. As discussed above, the LHNSM is purely a policy tool for determining
the minimum number of homes LPAs should seek to plan for. Its inaccuracies are well
documented and there is no valid reason to include it in any form in a more

comprehensive analysis of housing need. 3.18

As such, the modelling should be revised to consider the implications of a 1:1
commuting scenario on all jobs to be delivered by the GCLP. In addition, it would be
appropriate to consider the implications of a further uplift in housing to remedy the rise
in in-commuting as a result of the adopted local plans failing to provide sufficient
housing for the actual growth in employment. This has led to housing pressures in 3.19
surrounding areas that were not planned for and would perpetuate a pattern of

unsustainable commuting unless addressed.

12

GCSPT. (April 2020). Greater Cambridge Housing Trajectory and Five Year Housing Land Supply.

As discussed in the Development Strategy Topic Paper, the actual level of 44,400
homes pursued in the GCLP first proposals consultation is linked entirely to the
selected employment need. If the employment need was deemed to be higher, the
housing need would be higher too. This is entirely appropriate but highlights how
fundamental it is to ensure the correct employment need is selected to avoid a repeat of
the increased in-commuting seen as a result of proposals largely facilitated by the
currently adopted local plans.

However, there also appears to be confusion by what is actually meant by ‘homes’
(referred to in the Topic Paper and GCLP first proposals) and ‘dwellings’ (refereed to in

the HER). As discussed above, the two are not the same.

In determining the household formation rates, the HER would have first discounted an
amount of the population each year that would live in communal establishments such
as student accommodation and care homes. For most age groups this is a fixed
number of people living in communal establishments with the exception of those aged
75+ where the percentage of the population aged 75+ that lived in communal
establishments is used. In both circumstances the data is taken from the 2011 Census
and is assumed to remain fixed up until the base date of the projection (in this case

2020) through to the end of the projection.

In the case of the HER, it is clear that a considerable number of homes in communal
establishments were delivered in 2017/18 and 2018/19, and it is highly likely that similar
numbers were delivered each year since 2011. Therefore the starting assumptions for
the base date are likely to be incorrect and this is likely to have influenced the
household formation rates used.

Furthermore, because the number of people of an age that are likely to be students
remains fixed, the projections cannot consider any additional need for student

accommodation.

BIDWELLS
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3.20 Itis complex to model this within the projections and instead this additional growth is
usually determined in consultation with the universities to take account of their specific
plans for expansion. This doesn’t appear to have happened, which is surprising given
that Greater Cambridge has one of the greatest concentrations of students relative to

the size of its resident population.

3.21  Consequently, the housing requirement of 44,400 must be dwellings only because it
does not include any consideration of communal establishments of any kind.

Page 9
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4 Sustainability Appraisal
4.1 The Sustainability Appraisals are required to incorporate the statutorily required quality of life, wellbeing and carbon emissions objectives for the plan).”
Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEAS) of policies and plans. As part of this,
there is a requirement for reasonable alternatives to considered on a like-for-like basis, 44 Itis agreed that Option C would not be reasonable given the overwhelming evidence
allowing the reader to compare the environmental effects and wider sustainability that both employment and housing need are far greater than yielded from the LHNSM.
issues associated with different development scenarios. That is not to say that a lower level of growth than the preferred option (Option A, the
44,400 homes and 58,500 new jobs set out in the first consultation) would be
4.2 The quantum of development is but one area that logically should be subject to unreasonable and certainly, it would likely be helpful in teasing out the relative
reasonable alternatives, particularly where the evidence base (both the ELEDES and sustainability issues related to the quantum of development.
HER) set out a series of scenarios for the decision maker (in this case the GTSPT) to
consider before selecting the most appropriate as a matter of planning judgement. It is 4.5 The justification for discounting Option B however is clearly erroneous. If it was only
surprising therefore that the SA accompanying the GCLP first proposals fails to identify necessary to assess the “most likely future scenario”, there would be no assessment of
. : alternatives of any kind. This is contrary to the entire purpose of SA and SEA.
any reasonable alternatives relating to the quantum of development.
4.3 The reasons given for this are self-defeating. Two potential alternative options are 4.6 The ELEDES makes clear that, while it concludes that the Central Growth Scenario
considered before being discounted: (58,500 jobs) is the most likely, the Higher Growth Scenario is entirely possible. Indeed,
as set out in this report it is entirely plausible and therefore reasonable.
“B. Alternative option - Planning for the higher jobs forecast and level of homes
. . . : " , 4.7 To withhold the full assessment of Option B alongside Option A effectively blinds the
associated with it. This alternative has not been assessed as it is not considered to be
. . . _ _ decision maker to the differences in environmental effect and sustainability between
reasonable. This is because the higher jobs forecast could be possible, but is not the
. : : : . them. The decision maker cannot conclude that however less likely Option B might be
most likely future scenario. As such we do not consider that it represents our objectively
. compared to Option A, whether the possibility of success outweighs or reduces the
assessed need, and would therefore not be a reasonable alternative.
environmental impact.
C. Alternative option - Planning for the government’s standard method local housing
4.8 This approach has been noted as a concern during the examination of the Babergh and

need figure. This alternative has not been assessed as it is not considered to be

reasonable. This is because it would not support the most likely forecast for future jobs.
As such, the Councils do not consider that it represents our objectively assessed need,
and would therefore not be a reasonable alternative. Failure to reflect that likely level of

growth, would lead to increased commuting into the area (with consequent impacts on

13

Stemp, S. & Osmund-Smith, T. (September 2021). In the Matter of the Babergh and Mid Suffolk Joint
Local Plan: Opinion Concerning the Sustainability Appraisal.

Mid Suffolk Joint Local Plan'?, which has been suspended pending further work by the

Councils.
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5

Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

The objective assessments of employment and housing need supporting the GCLP first
proposals consultation are substantial. They thoroughly consider the data complexities
resulting from the rapid economic growth following the period of restraint demanded by
the previous County Structure Plan. The employment need assessment in particular
however considers that this rapid growth is unsustainable in the long term, and would
likely fall back to an average rate of growth seen in the early 2000s, before proposals in

the currently adopted local plans took shape.

Bidwells believe that this undermines the Cambridge Phenomenon that has been
gathering pace since the 1960s, but is only now starting to convert the academic
advances in life sciences into commercial success, a result of those local plans adopted
in 2018. It suggests that the possibility that growth can be sustained is not worth
considering and instead Greater Cambridge should be planning for a level of growth
comparable to other areas that do not have a unique life sciences cluster, which
contributes £2.9 billion annually to the UK economy.

This is happening at a time when the Covid-19 pandemic has highlighted the
importance of all aspects of life science research, from rapidly developing a vaccine,
designing effective equipment for rapidly increasing the number of intensive care beds,
through to caring for those suffering the long term effects. It is also happening at a time
when, following Brexit, the UK is seeking to determine its place in the global economy,
outside of the EU.

While the UK has a lot to offer, the life science research undertaken in Cambridge, and
across the whole Oxford to Cambridge Arc, is one of the most unique and highly
valued. Now is not the time to constrain growth simply because it ‘might’ be less than

what has been sustained previously.

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

Bidwells acknowledge that economic growth must be sustainable and that it would be
inappropriate to determine a level of need that is undeliverable, as advocated by the
NPPF. It is also acknowledged that it is difficult to determine exactly how much
employment need there is in the context of such a vibrant economy. It is unique and
therefore the approach to assessing need set out in the PPG is perhaps not the best.
Certainly, extra care is needed when considering the veracity of economic models, such
as the EEFM, that have consistently downplayed economic growth from key sectors
over several iterations in recent years. It might therefore be more appropriate, at least
as a reasonable alternative, to reverse the analysis and instead consider the available
capacity for growth in the area and determine how this sits with the various economic

projections under consideration.

On the subject of reasonable alternatives, the SA accompanying the GCLP first
proposals consultation fails to even consider the potential effects of a higher level of
economic growth. This is clearly unreasonable, the evidence base itself highlights the
uncertainty as to the level of employment need and identifies methodologies and
scenarios that would result in a considerably higher level of employment need than the

first proposals suggest.

Lessons must be learnt from the currently adopted local plans that did not anticipate the
rapidity of growth they would facilitate, which would inevitably lead to far greater growth
over their full plan periods than was considered in their accompanying SAs. It is this
failure to consider the possibility of higher rates of economic growth that has led to the

increasing level of commuting into Greater Cambridge each day.

Finally, in terms of housing need, in the case of Greater Cambridge this is simply a
function of facilitating economic growth and determining the acceptable level of
commuting. The latter will inevitably be a strategic matter for the purposes of the Duty
to Cooperate unless the GCLP can show that it is accommodating its full objectively

assessed housing need.
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5.9 At this stage, with such considerable uncertainty regarding the level of employment
need, it is certainly the case that housing need is far higher than that set out in the first
proposals consultation and therefore either more land needs to be allocated for housing
or comprehensive discussions should be had with neighbouring authorities about how
unmet need should be addressed. To facilitate these discussions, the GCSPT would
first need to show that there were no more additional sustainable locations for
development within their boundaries, which, given the considerable number of sites that

are currently being promoted for development is highly unlikely.

5.10 Again, the SA fails to consider any alternative other than the level of need set out in the
GCLP first proposals consultation. Quite clearly, if there is uncertainty about the level of
employment need, there is also uncertainty about the level of housing need, and the SA
should reflect that. Equally, in its consideration of reasonable alternatives, the SA fails
to recognise that the greater in-commuting resulting from a higher employment need
would be negated by increased housing. Its reasons for limiting the assessment of
reasonable alternatives are self-defeating.

5.11 Interms of recommendations, it is clear that considerable more analysis is required to
determine the most appropriate level of employment need in the context of the unique
life science cluster in Greater Cambridge, which will in turn determine the housing need.
This work cannot reasonably progress until the 2021 Census is published in early 2022
and much of the data post-2011, on which the GCLP first proposals is based, is
revised. In the meantime however, the GCSPT could consider the realistic capacity for
development within its boundaries — what could be achievable irrespective of need,
based on the environmental and social constraints of the area. This work will be
essential to determining if any unmet housing and/or employment needs exist for the
purposes of the Duty to Cooperate, determining the level of employment and housing
need that is actually deliverable, and convincing future government planning
inspector(s) that the GCLP has been positively planned in the context of the significant

weight the NPPF places on the need to support economic growth and productivity.
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