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Issues & Options 2 
Part 1 – Joint Consultation on Development Strategy & Site Options on the Edge of Cambridge 
 
Site Option GB1: Land North of Worts’ Causeway 
Objection submitted on behalf of: 
 
Mr N and Mrs KM Parry-Jones 
Devana House 
39a Almoners Avenue 
Cambridge 
CB1 8NZ 
 

Mr JD and Mrs LC Lucraft 
The Cartlodge 
Netherhall Farm 
Worts Causeway 
Cambridge 
CB1 8RJ  
 

 
1. Introduction 
1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires local planning authorities to ensure 

that their local plan is predicated on an adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence base 
(para. 158).  This includes, specifically, evidence in respect of the historic environment, the 
significance of heritage assets and their contribution to the environment of an area (para. 
169).   

 
1.2 The purposes of including land in the Green Belt are well established and include:  
 

 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  

 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other 
urban land. 

 
1.3 Green Belt boundaries should be clearly identified using physical features that are readily 

recognisable and likely to be permanent (NPPF para. 85).  
 
2 Evidence Base  
2.1 The review the Cambridge Green Belt is underpinned by a number of studies, key amongst 

which are:  
 

 Cambridge Green Belt Study 2002 (Landscape Design Associates); 

 Cambridge Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2002 (Cambridge City Council); 

 Appraisal of the Inner Green Belt 2012; and 

 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study 2012.   
 
2.2 The Landscape Design Associates’ (LDA) document provided a general assessment of the 

Green Belt but focused specifically on the area to the east of the City and it is in this area 
alone that the study was undertaken in sufficient detail to identify opportunities for Green 
Belt release.  The report locates GB1 within Landscape Area 2 (Gog Magogs), which is 
identified as:  

 
‘. . .areas of townscape/landscape which support the character of the historic core 
and areas distinctive to the city.  They provide the backdrop and ambience, and 
bolster the sense of place of the city and its approaches.’ 
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2.3 The site sits within a key vista for the historic core of the City when viewed from the Gog 
Magogs, which is: 

 
‘. . .the highest land within close proximity of Cambridge, and provide vantage points 
for possibly the best elevated, panoramic views of the city’ which in combination 
with the contrasting low lying land around Teversham ‘. . .are particularly important 
to the setting and special character of East Cambridge.’ 

 
2.4 The report’s authors suggest that ‘quality of views from key viewpoints should be given 

particular significance when considering any development proposals or changes within the 
surrounding rural landscape. This particularly applies to key elevated panoramic viewpoints 
from the chalk hills to the south and east identified on drawing number 1641LP/14.’ 
(Appendix 1) 

 
2.5 Whilst this might be viewed as interesting historical context, the conclusions of the report 

are important.  It identifies areas where the landscape is less important, in relative terms, to 
the setting of the City and where the Green Belt designation could be rolled back to 
accommodate development:  

 

 north of Newmarket Road; 

 north of Cherry Hinton; 

 Cambridge Airport; 

 Clay Farm;  

 areas east and south of Trumpington; and 

 between Huntingdon Road and Histon Road.    
 
2.6 Following on from the LDA report, Cambridge City Council undertook an assessment of the 

inner Green Belt in order to identify areas that could be released for development.  The 
report was completed in 2002 and was initially intended by the Council for internal use only.  
It was, however, released in 2005 and formed part of the evidence base for the 2006 Local 
Plan.  The relevant extract of the document is included as Appendix 2.  

 
2.7 The 2002 City Council study locates GB1 in Area 1 of Sector 8.  The assessment of the Area 1, 

and its two neighbours to the south, concludes that it should not be released from the 
Green Belt. The table is reproduced below as Table 1.   
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Table 1  

 
Source: Cambridge City Council, 2002: Inner Green Belt Boundary Study (pages 58 & 59) 
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2.8 Area 1 is identified as having Medium/Very High significance to the setting of Cambridge and 
is of Very High importance to the Green Belt.  As a consequence it is recommended that the 
Green Belt allocation remains. 

 
2.9 The subsequent, and arguably less considered, Green Belt reports add nothing to the 

analysis to support a deviation from the conclusions of the earlier study.  The 2012 Appraisal 
identifies the land within which GB1 is located, as follows. 

 
‘Zone 4 – Land south of Fulbourn Road and north of Wort’sCauseway 
The 2002 Study found that areas within this zone were medium to very high in terms 
of importance to the setting of the City and to Green Belt purposes. The land rises to 
the west and south of Fulbourn at the western end of the Gog Magog chalk hills. The 
highest point of these undulating hills, Wandlebury, is the highest point nearest to 
Cambridge City. Views therefore are mostly elevated with clear vistas over the City. 
Views of the Gog Magog Hills are also clearly seen from southern parts of the City. 
The urban edge of the City is often abrupt and clearly defined in this area resulting in 
a very direct relationship between city and its surroundings.  

 
The fact that the majority of the land in this zone is elevated with important views, 
accords it more importance to both the setting of the City and to Green Belt purposes 
in general the importance of the historic setting of Cambridge.’ 

 
2.10 The 2012 Inner Green Belt Boundary Study is again something of a non-sequitur, 

contradicting some the conclusions of the 2002 assessments, but providing no detailed 
reasons for the departure.  GB1 is identified within Area 1 of Zone 11, which broadly 
corresponds with Area 1, Sector 8 of the Council’s 2002 document.  However, the 
assessment downgrades its importance to the setting of Cambridge and to the Green Belt 
from ‘medium/very high’ and ‘very high’, to ‘medium’.  Critically, the later document 
provides no evidence for the change.   

 
2.11 Further, the proposed allocation of GB1 and GB2, contradict the provisions of the Council’s 

recently adopted planning guidance on the Cambridge skyline.  The sites are located within 
the vista of the historic core from viewpoints at Limekiln Road and Worts’ Causeway.   

 
2.12 This is not the first time that the site has been considered for release from the Green Belt.  

The Netherhall Farm site was put forward for consideration as a development site in the 
adopted Local Plan.  Having considered it, the Inspector concluded:  

 
‘Even if development were to be limited to the western part of the site, the open land 
of that part of the site would be lost, and this land is well seen in the foreground in 
views from Lime Kiln Hill and Worts Causeway. The land is seen more distantly in 
views from the Gog Magog Hills. In some of the relevant views the site is part of the 
green foreground in wider prospects over the urban area. The site is important to the 
setting of the City and should remain part of the Green Belt.  The land does not have 
the advantages for development which the Southern Fringe offers. It is not seen 
against the background of Addenbrooke’s and does not have the kind of screening 
enjoyed by parts of the Southern Fringe.’ 
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3 Site-specific Considerations 
 

Heritage 
3.1 The buildings at Netherhall Farm have been designated as ‘Buildings of Local Interest’ by the 

City Council and are, for the purposes of the NPPF, a ‘heritage asset’.  Planning permission 
for the conversion of four of the buildings to residential use was granted in January 
(Appendix 3).  This follows a 2008 planning permission to convert a cart lodge to a dwelling.  

 
3.2 The applicant’s Heritage Statement ascribes ‘High Significance’ to the group value of the 

farm buildings.  Buildings have existed on the Netherhall site since the Domesday Book 
although the existing buildings date back to the early 19th Century.  The farm buildings are of 
interest locally as an unusual survival of an agricultural complex within the administrative 
boundary of the City of Cambridge.   

 
3.3 The Historic Buildings Assessment that accompanied the recent application, made a number 

of recommendations for maintaining the integrity of the buildings and their setting:  
 

 To maintain the agricultural character of the buildings, it is important that from 
Wort’s Causeway and the east, the external appearance of the buildings is 
altered as little as possible. 
 

 Similarly domestic trappings – eg private garden areas, car parking etc should be 
screened from views from Wort’s Causeway and the east. 

 

 The existing enclosure of the farm complex by trees and shrubs of appropriate 
species should be maintained and where possible enhanced. 

 

 The large former farmyard to the north of the cart sheds should be kept as free 
from subdivisions and boundaries as possible to maintain its openness.  

 

 With the exception of the lean-to at the western end of the long barn, all the 
buildings contribute to the group and should be retained unless the structural 
condition is so poor that wholesale rebuilding would be required. Even then, the 
contribution of the buildings to the group must be considered. 

 
3.4 The Council was careful to ensure that the setting of the buildings and their group value was 

not eroded by the addition of domestic paraphernalia.  To this end, the external appearance 
of the buildings was to remain virtually unaltered, garden spaces were to be located in areas 
that are not visible from the periphery of the site and the surrounding land maintained as 
paddocks.  Visible boundaries are to be formed by means of native hedgerow planting and 
access and parking areas surfaced using bound gravel.  Permitted development rights were 
removed in order to prevent any potential erosion of the setting.   

 
3.3 The conditions attached to the permission, and the reasons for them, underline the 

importance ascribed to the buildings and their setting, controlling the selection of materials, 
brick bonds, mortar and the design of window openings.  Of the 23 conditions, 10 have as 
their reason for being imposed the avoidance of harm to the Buildings of Local Interest.  Five 
of the conditions are attached to protect the openness of the Green Belt and the 
countryside setting.   
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3.4 Condition 14 requires that the paddocks remain as paddocks or some other agricultural use.  
So sensitive is the setting that even the installation of what would appear to be the most 
inconsequential domestic items, washing lines and children’s play equipment, are forbidden 
without the express consent of the planning authority. 

 
Ecology 

3.5 Part of the site is designated as City Wildlife Site: Netherhall Farm Meadow (NAT 25).  The 
stand of trees in the north-west corner of the site are the subject of a Tree Preservation 
Order (ref. 07/2007).  The ecological assessment undertaken in respect of the application 
identified the presence of bats and a badger sett.  Both species are protected and, once 
again, the provisions of the 2012 planning permission seek to mitigate the impact of the 
proposed scheme.  Bat roost are to be provided and permitted development rights in 
respect of external lighting have been removed.   

 
4 Conclusions 
4.1 The Council’s evidence base in respect of the release of Green Belt sites for development 

does not support the allocation of GB1.  On the contrary, the 2002 reports, which assessed 
the eastern fringe of the City in some detail, identifies the land in which GB1 sits as an 
important part of the setting.  This broad area is not identified as a ‘weak link’ in the green 
chain around the City and other more appropriate locations for release are identified.  This is 
reflected by the decision of the Local Plan Inspector when considering similar proposals for 
the site 

 
4.2 The subsequent reports produced in 2012, insofar as they relate to GB1, contradict the 

findings of the earlier more detailed report but provide no justification for the departure.  
The proposed allocation of GB1 does, in this context, appear arbitrary.  The revised 
boundary would not be defined by clearly identified physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent (NPPF para. 85) but appears to have been drawn at 
a point where the resultant site area yields the number of dwellings for which a site needed 
to be found.   

 
4.3 The putative allocation also takes no account of the site’s physical constraints, which is 

surprising when considered in the context of the recent planning permission.  In granting 
planning permission, the Council went to great lengths to secure the integrity and setting of 
this acknowledged heritage asset.  On the one hand this location is so sensitive that the 
Council cannot countenance the siting of a child’s swing or a washing line without prior 
approval, but on the other, is proposing that 250 dwellings be built.    

 
4.4 The allocation is not justified by the evidence base and should not be taken forward to 

submission. 


