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1. Introduction

AtkinsReéalis, in collaboration with the Land Use Consultants (LUC), have been
appointed by the Greater Cambridge Shared Planning Service (GCSPS) to review
the infrastructure required to support planned growth in North East Cambridge
(NEC).

Cambridge City Council (City Council) and South Cambridgeshire District Council
(SCDC) have collaborated extensively to manage and promote sustainable growth in
the Greater Cambridge area over a number of years. Both the City Council’s Local
Plan (2018) and the SCDC Local Plan (2018) identified the NEC area as a
sustainable location for major residential and commercial growth. Specifically, Policy
15 (Cambridge Northern Fringe East and new railway station — Area of Major
Change) and Policy SS/4 (Cambridge Northern Fringe East and Cambridge North
railway station) establish that an Area Action Plan should be prepared to ensure a
coordinated approach to the transformation of the area to deliver a new mixed use
community focused around the new railway station at Cambridge North.

An initial Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)' was prepared in 2021 to support the
submission version of the North East Cambridge Area Action Plan (NEC AAP)?.
However, the ambitions outlined in the NEC AAP are dependent on the relocation of
the Anglian Water Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to unlock significant
regeneration opportunities in NEC. While the Development Consent Order (DCO) for
the relocation was finally granted in April 2025, at the time of updating the NEC IDP,
there remains uncertainty whether this will be implemented. Consequently, the NEC
AAP has not progressed to examination in public.

Since the original 2021 IDP was prepared, significant changes have been made in
national policy and the regulatory environment. Planning applications have been
submitted and determined in the NEC area, resulting in changes to the assumptions
underpinning the infrastructure strategy and delivery. As a result, there is a need to
review and update the existing infrastructure evidence base to ensure it reflects the
current policy context, the market forces shaping change in the NEC, and the
strategies and delivery programmes of various stakeholders.

This report presents an update to the 2021 IDP and has been produced to ensure
that underlying assumptions and evidence remain relevant to the current context and
that the conclusions reached in 2021 with the funding and delivery of infrastructure
remain accurate, robust, and suitable to support sustainable growth in the NEC area.
Given the ongoing uncertainty surrounding the future of the WWTP, this updated IDP
has assessed the infrastructure needs arising in several growth scenarios based on
different development trajectories.

" North East Cambridge Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Stantec and LUC, 2021)
2 GCSPS (Nov 2021) Proposed Submission North East Cambridge Area Action Plan
Regulation 19.
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The updated IDP will form a crucial part of the evidence base required to support
both the emerging development plan and negotiations through the Development
Management process for planning applications that come forward before its
adoption. This includes informing GCSPS’s approach to securing developer
contributions, whether through the continued use of s106 obligations or the potential
introduction of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

While this IDP aligns with current policy and guidance and is based on available
evidence, it is important to note that it reflects a specific point in time. Infrastructure
planning, by its nature, is an iterative and evolving process. This IDP consolidates
extensive information from stakeholder strategies and delivery plans, compiled at
different times and over varying timeframes, and these will be subject to future
review. Market conditions will continue to influence planning applications in the NEC
area, and the balance between public and private funding for infrastructure delivery
will continue to evolve. Although this IDP forms a robust foundation for delivering
change over the next 10 — 20 years, it must be regularly reviewed to ensure it
continues to align with and respond to evolving policies, market conditions, and
funding environments.

11 Scope

The starting point in our assessment has been to review the previous 2021 IDP. Like
that study, this IDP evaluates the need for new and improved infrastructure across a
range of typologies in response to the demand created by residential and
commercial growth. The scope, nature and cost of infrastructure provision are
informed by the vision and broader policy requirements of the emerging development
plan, along with the ambitions of service providers and available evidence-based
documents, to present a coordinated approach to delivering sustainable
development.

The assessment excludes site-specific infrastructure required to service individual
plots, sites or developments that would typically be addressed as development/build
costs. The infrastructure typologies covered in this IDP include:

= Transport, including active travel, public transport and highways;
= Power;

= Waste and recycling;

= Digital networks;

= Social infrastructure including education; healthcare; community facilities;
indoor sports and leisure; and

= Green infrastructure and open spaces, including allotments and outdoor
sports facilities

A number of infrastructure types have been purposefully excluded from the IDP. This
includes where provision is better delivered as a site-specific policy requirement,
where infrastructure would be integrated into development proposals as a build cost,
for reasons linked to the scale at which provision is planned and delivered or where
there is a reliance on the market to deliver under the right commercial conditions. For

o 14
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further information on the inclusion and exclusion of typologies, refer to Error!
Reference source not found.. The exclusion of these infrastructure categories and/or
issues in no way is intended to diminish the valuable role they play in supporting the
delivery of sustainable development in NEC.

1.2 Report Structure

This report presents a detailed analysis of the infrastructure needs and delivery
strategies for NEC. It is structured into a series of chapters, each addressing specific
aspects of the IDP:

Chapter 2: Policy Framework and Context outline the national and local policy
context that informs the development within the NEC area. It summarises key
frameworks and strategies that shape the IDP, ensuring alignment with overarching
policies. This chapter introduces the NEC area and highlights key characteristics that
influence infrastructure planning and delivery, including existing land ownership.

Chapter 3: Methodology outlines the approach used to assess the infrastructure
needs and requirements. It details the key assumptions and methodologies applied
throughout the assessment, providing a clear foundation for the subsequent analysis
and conclusions.

Chapter 4: Growth Scenarios sets out three potential development scenarios for
the NEC area to account for the delivery of planning permissions since 2021, market
pressures relating to the balance between residential and commercial development,
and the implications of the WWTP remaining in situ.

Chapter 5: Infrastructure Needs and Requirements assesses infrastructure needs
across multiple typologies. In broad terms, this includes transport, utilities, social
infrastructure and green infrastructure to provide a holistic view of need across NEC.
After establishing the infrastructure requirements within each of these broad sectors,
the chapter evaluates potential or confirmed funding sources, identifies delivery
partners and prioritises infrastructure projects according to their relative importance
in unlocking development and supporting the delivery of the vision and objectives of
the NEC area.

Chapter 6: Infrastructure Delivery addresses the costs and delivery of the
identified infrastructure. It includes detailed cost estimates, residual cost calculations,
and delivery schedules, covering the financial and logistical aspects of
implementation.

AtkinsRéalis - Baseline



2. Policy Framework and Context

This chapter reviews the planning policy framework in which this IDP and the NEC
area are being developed, focusing particularly on policy and guidance relating to
infrastructure delivery. This includes the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and adopted and emerging Local Plans.
The chapter provides an overview of the NEC area and the key characteristics that
will shape infrastructure delivery.

2.1 National Planning Context

Updated in December 2024, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)3 It is a
key strategic document which sets out the Government’s national planning policies
for England, and how they should be applied to development proposals. The NPPF
provides comprehensive guidance on plan-making and strategic policies in the
context of local planning.

At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of “sustainable development’,
with Paragraph 8 determining this as having three sustainability objectives:
economic, social and environmental.

The NPPF emphasises the role of Local Plans in shaping development, advocating
for a “genuinely plan-led system” (Paragraph 15) where Local Plans create a
positive vision for the future of their respective areas.

Paragraph 20 establishes the need for an overarching strategy for the pattern, scale,
and design quality of places while ensuring sufficient provision of homes and
infrastructure — including transport, telecommunications, water supply, wastewater,
flood risk management, energy and waste management — as well as community
facilities such as health, education, and cultural infrastructure.

Preparing, reviewing and examining plans

Paragraph 32 stresses that the preparation and review of policies should be
evidence-based, and should be proportionate, focused on supporting and justifying
the policies concerned, and considering market signals where applicable.

A key aspect of the plan-making process is ensuring that strategies and policies are
the most appropriate for their local context, considering factors such as the
regulatory framework, available evidence, and the views of stakeholders. These
considerations are reflected in the tests of soundness (Paragraph 36), which form
the basis for assessing Local Plans at public examinations. Plans will be considered
“sound” if they are:

= “(a) Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks
to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by

3 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), last updated in December 2024.
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agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring
areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable development;

= (b) Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable
alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;

= (c) Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather
than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and

= (d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in this Framework and other
statements of national planning policy, where relevant”.

The IDP plays a critical role in supporting the soundness of the development plan by
ensuring that the strategy meets the area's objectively assessed infrastructure
needs, backed by proportionate evidence, and supports the delivery of proposed
development through the provision of new or enhanced infrastructure. This ensures
that infrastructure is provided in line with growth requirements, both residential and
commercial, and within the parameters of national policy on sustainable
development.

Additionally, Paragraph 37 highlights that non-strategic policies will be tested
soundly in a proportionate way, considering their consistency with relevant strategic
policies for the area. This is particularly relevant to the IDP, where careful
prioritisation of infrastructure categories is necessary to balance both strategic and
non-strategic needs within the broader planning framework.

While the statutory Duty to Cooperate was rescinded when the Levelling Up and
Regeneration Act 2023 received Royal Assent, the updated NPPF and
accompanying PPG* retain an important emphasis on the value of collaboration and
joint working between LPAs and prescribed bodies in addressing strategic planning
matters, including infrastructure delivery.

Infrastructure contributions and delivery

NPPF Paragraph 35 addresses the need for developer contributions, such as
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charges and Section 106 agreements, to fund
infrastructure required to support sustainable development. Such contributions are
intended to ensure that developments do not place undue strain on existing
infrastructure and that new infrastructure is provided in a timely and coordinated
manner. It states that Local Plans should set out the expected contributions from
development to achieve this aim.

4 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)(2024): Maintaining effective
cooperation - Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 61-009-20190315.
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Developer contributions may only be sought to fund infrastructure delivery where
they meet the following statutory tests®:

= Necessary to make development acceptable in planning terms;
= Directly related to the development;
= Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development;

These tests have been considered in the identification of infrastructure projects to
support development at NEC.

National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG): Plan-making®

The PPG highlights the importance of creating a plan that not only presents a
positive vision for the area but is also realistic about what can be achieved within a
set timeframe’. This involves ensuring an adequate land supply, identifying
necessary infrastructure, and establishing clear funding and delivery strategies. Early
collaboration is required between policy-making bodies, infrastructure providers,
service organisations, local partnerships, developers, and other stakeholders to
identify infrastructure needs and address gaps.

To ensure a plan’s viability, it must clearly define the contributions expected from
development, including affordable housing and essential infrastructure such as
education, healthcare, transport, and green spaces. These requirements should be
based on evidence of infrastructure needs and development demand, ensuring they
do not hinder the plan’s deliverability. The viability of these policies should be
assessed at the plan-making stage to confirm they are realistic and achievable.

2.2 Local Planning Context

Both the Cambridge Local Plan (2018) and the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan
(2018) identify the NEC area as an ‘Area for Major Change’ and a sustainable
location for major residential and commercial growth. This is specifically outlined in
Policy 15 (‘Cambridge Northern Fringe East and new railway station — Area of Major
Change’) and Policy SS/4 (Cambridge Northern Fringe East and Cambridge North
railway station) of the aforementioned plans.

Cambridge Local Plan Policy 15 outlines the area's vision as an employment-
focused zone centred around a transport interchange, with high-quality mixed-use
development. The policy indicates that the primary focus will be on employment uses
such as B1 (business), B2 (general industrial), and B8 (storage and distribution). It is

> Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended): Regulation 122(2)
6 NPPG: Plan-making, available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-
making#evidence-base

" NPPG: Delivery of Strategic Matters - Paragraph: 059 Reference ID: 61-059-
20190315.
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https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#evidence-base
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#evidence-base

also stated that the development will include a variety of supporting commercial,
retail, leisure, and residential uses, subject to meeting environmental conditions.

Policy 15 indicates that the specific scale, site capacity, viability, timelines, and
phasing will be determined through the creation of an Area Action Plan (AAP). While
the majority of the area lies within Cambridge, Chesterton Sidings and part of St
John’s Innovation Park are located within South Cambridgeshire.

South Cambridgeshire Local Plan Policy SS/4 highlights the NEC as a strategic
location for the delivery of homes and jobs, with development planned around the
proposed Cambridge Science Park Station. The policy notes that the Cambridge
North railway station will catalyse the regeneration of the area, fostering a vibrant
community that meets the needs of station users and facilitates phased development
across the NEC. It is stated that the amount of development, site capacity, viability,
time scales, and phasing of development will be established through the preparation
of an AAP. Planning applications submitted prior to the adoption of the AAP will be
assessed on their merits, provided they do not hinder the comprehensive vision set
out in the AAP.

Policy E/1 states that suitable proposals for employment development and
redevelopment within the Cambridge Science Park will be supported, provided they
contribute to the ongoing growth of the Cambridge Cluster, which is renowned for its
high-tech research and development enterprises.

Policy E/9 promotes the development of key employment clusters within the NEC,
including sectors such as biotechnology, biomedical research, computer services,
high-tech manufacturing, IT/telecommunications, healthcare, research, and clean
technology. The policy encourages the provision of suitable units for start-ups,
SMEs, and incubator units to support these industries.

Policy E/10 allows for the inclusion of appropriately scaled ancillary leisure, dining,
and social hub facilities within business parks and employment areas.

The development of the NEC area will require collaboration between landowners,
developers, the City Council, SCDC, Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC), and
Highways England, particularly in addressing constraints upon the strategic road
network in line with the Duty to Cooperate as set out in the NPPF.

2.3 Site Context

The NEC area encompasses approximately 182 hectares of brownfield land, situated
between the A14 Milton Interchange (A14/A10 roundabout) to the north and west,
the Cambridge-King’s Lynn and Peterborough/Birmingham railway line to the east,
and the residential neighbourhoods of Chesterton and King’s Hedges to the south.

To the north, the NEC area is bordered by Milton, Milton Country Park, and the Fen
countryside to the east. Milton Road runs through the area from north to south; the
eastern half of the NEC is characterised by Anglian Water's Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WWTP) and falls within Cambridge City, while the western half is
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characterised by Cambridge Science Park and is part of South Cambridgeshire’s
administrative area.

In terms of regional integration, NEC is strategically positioned near key growth
corridors, including the London-Stansted-Cambridge UK Innovation Corridor, the
Oxford-Cambridge Arc, and the Cambridge-Norwich Tech Corridor. The Oxford-
Cambridge Arc has been recognised by the National Infrastructure Commission
(NIC) as a National Asset.

The proposed East-West Rail project, scheduled for completion by the 2030s, will
enhance regional connectivity by significantly improving links to Milton Keynes and
Oxford, with the addition of a new Cambridge South Station. Furthermore, the NEC
is well-served by the bus network, including proposed initiatives such as the Greater
Cambridge Partnership’s Waterbeach to Cambridge guided busway scheme.

The figure below illustrates the spatial extent of the NEC AAP study area:

Bridge

of Sighs d

. A1134

University |

Librai
A603 rary [ NEC AAP boundary

This map is not to scale and is
for illustrative purposes only.

Figure 2-1 - NEC AAP Study Area

Source: NEC AAP, GCSPS
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Existing land parcels and ownership

NEC encompasses a range of land ownership, including a mix of public and private
ownership, such as academic institutions and industrial estates. While land
ownership within the AAP is fragmented, several larger sites are under single
ownership, including:

Cambridge Science Park (Trinity College)

St John’s Innovation Park (St John’s College)

Cambridge Business Park (The Crown Estate)

Trinity Hall Farm Industrial Estate (Brockton Everlast)

DB Cargo

Brookgate (Brookgate Land Ltd)

Water Recycling Centre (WWTP) (Anglian Water)

Former depot and golf driving range land (Cambridge City Council)
Cambridge Regional College (owned by the College itself)

Anglian Water's WWTP, along with the Cowley Road golf driving range and the
former Park and Ride facility (owned by the City Council), are capable of being
amalgamated to potentially form a single larger development site. The land around
Cambridge North Station and the former railway sidings is owned by Network Rail
(NR). A development consortium, comprising Network Rail (NR), Brookgate, and DB
Cargo, has been established to bring this land forward for development. The
remaining sites within the NEC area, including Nuffield Road and Cowley Road
Industrial Estates, are owned by various landowners, including the City Council and
institutional investors. These major landowners play a crucial role in unlocking the
area's development potential.

Emerging North East Cambridge Area Action Plan

The Emerging Plan for the NEC AAP establishes a strategic framework for the
coordinated development and regeneration of the NEC area. The proposed spatial
framework defines specific spatial and land parcel divisions within the AAP. Both the
Cambridge Local Plan (2018) and South Cambridgeshire Local Plan (2018)
acknowledged that early feasibility investigations were underway regarding the
relocation of Anglian Water's WWTP, with the potential to unlock significant
regeneration opportunities in the NEC area. As the relocation of the WWTP became
more likely, the AAP evolved to establish a more transformative long-term vision and
policy framework. The development strategy for the NEC is underpinned by key
principles aimed at enhancing sustainability, connectivity, and economic vitality. The
plan proposes introducing significant new housing, densified commercial
development while ensuring the provision of local services and amenities.

The vision for the NEC AAP is to establish a 'healthy, inclusive, walkable, low-carbon
city district' with a vibrant mix of high-quality homes, workplaces, services, and social
spaces, fully integrated with surrounding neighbourhoods. Located within a 15-
minute bicycle ride from Cambridge City Centre, the Draft AAP 2021 (Regulation 19)
anticipates that, subject to the relocation of the WWTP, the area could be
transformed into a new low-carbon city district — supporting the delivery of new
homes, jobs, and a range of community facilities and open spaces.
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A series of master plans is being developed in collaboration with developers to
deliver this vision and ensure that the full potential of NEC can be achieved,

maximising the benefits of regeneration for new and existing communities in the
wider area.
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3. Methodology
3.1 Our Approach

Scoping and baseline review

The IDP review process has focused on the IDP prepared by Stantec and LUC in
2021 (IDP 2021) to support the Submission Version (Regulation 19) of the North
East Cambridge Area Action Plan (Draft AAP 2021). The IDP 2021 was published as
a key part of the evidence base and, if not for the requirement to await the planning
application process for the relocation of the WWTP, would have been submitted to
the Planning Inspectorate to underpin and justify the Council’s approach to
infrastructure delivery in NEC. The IDP review comprised a series of discrete tasks
exploring whether the evidence, assumptions, and policies that informed the 2021
IDP remain the same or require updating:

= Policy review — a review of prevailing National Policy and Planning Practice
Guidance alongside key adopted and emerging Local Plan policies (including the
draft AAP) that frame the approach to infrastructure need, delivery, and funding in
NEC.

= Strategy mapping - identifying relevant strategies for service providers to
understand ambitions and priorities, baseline conditions, and any committed
projects and funding for each infrastructure typology.

» Infrastructure evidence base review - reviewing relevant thematic studies and
topic papers prepared to quantify the potential impact of development within NEC
and any studies completed in the intervening period that inform the approach to
infrastructure delivery.

This desktop review informed the project team’s judgment on whether the scope of
the IDP 2021 remained appropriate for NEC. Where policies and/or strategies had
evolved since 2021, or evidence indicated that stakeholders were pursuing different
models of delivery, this information was reflected in the thematic chapters of this
report and the accompanying infrastructure schedule.

Growth scenarios

The brief required consideration of the infrastructure needs arising in three potential
growth scenarios:

1. NEC AAP proposed growth + planning consents;

2. NEC AAP proposed growth + developer aspirations for increased
commercial floorspace;

3. Cambridge Wastewater Treatment Plant remains in situ.
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Further detail on the balance between residential and commercial floorspace and the

anticipated distribution across land parcels is outlined in Section 4.

In addition, the project team worked with the GCSPS and Cambridge County Council

to agree on a set of household population projections that accounted for the
proposed housing mix. When combined with the housing numbers in the different
growth scenarios, these projections provided a robust basis for understanding the
anticipated demographic makeup of the new community in NEC and the resulting
infrastructure needs.

Understanding Infrastructure Needs

1. Baseline - for each typology, the project team reviewed existing provisions
within and in proximity to the NEC to understand the capacity to absorb
additional demand arising as a result of housing and commercial growth. Th
included identifying infrastructure projects that are underway or have
committed / ring-fenced funding.

is

2. Understanding metrics and aligning with Growth Scenarios - the project

team identified the metrics or multipliers that allow increases in housing

numbers, population, or levels of activity to be translated into demand for new

and improved infrastructure

3. Stakeholder engagement — the project team tested our understanding of the
baseline conditions, investment plans, and the modelled impact of growth with

key stakeholders with responsibility for delivery. This included a range of
internal Council services and external partners.

These tasks informed an infrastructure schedule comprising projects that have
been identified to meet the additional needs arising as a result of development in
NEC. This schedule is presented in Section 6.2 and follows a consistent format
across each of the typologies.

Where appropriate, the AtkinsRéalis and LUC technical team has drawn on their
collective experience of infrastructure planning and delivery to comment on issues,
including whether the range of projects identified is appropriate to support growth,
and their compliance with the statutory tests® and other pertinent issues linked to
funding and delivery.

Infrastructure Cost, Funding, and Delivery Review

For each infrastructure project identified, the project team has identified the
anticipated cost of delivery, the funding status, and the body/bodies with
responsibility for delivery. Our approach to appraising and interrogating cost
information is informed by the depth of evidence that underpins particular projects.
Where costs are provided through standards, stakeholder engagement, or recent

8 Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended), Regulation 122.
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strategy can be evidenced and are robust, they are reflected in the infrastructure
strategy, subject to any necessary index linking to account for cost inflation.

The project team has also drawn on detailed costing information derived from the
AtkinsRéalis Benchmark+ tool® where this contains comparable projects that can add
further weight to the reliability and accuracy of projected costs. Where a more
detailed investigation has been undertaken to develop reliable project costs, this is
outlined in the relevant chapters. Any costs provided by third parties have been
challenged to ensure that they are appropriate, including accounting for emerging
policies around climate change adaptation and mitigation. Throughout this process, it
has been identified whether funding has been secured to deliver the identified
projects, be that through capital/grant funding, private investment, developer
contributions, or a combination. Where a funding gap exists, we have set out the
parties responsible for the delivery of infrastructure projects and the most likely
funding sources.

Prioritisation:

All infrastructure projects in the schedule have been considered compatible with the
statutory tests outlined above, but nevertheless, a prioritisation exercise has been
undertaken to outline the relative importance of different interventions. This exercise
was not intended to suggest that some measures are unnecessary but may inform
the phasing of delivery and efforts to address gap funding, for example. The
prioritisation exercise identified:

= Critical infrastructure — interventions/projects without which planned
development across the NEC area will simply be unable to proceed.

= Essential infrastructure — interventions/projects that are essential if
development is to take place in a manner that allows the Councils and
partners to comply with legislative requirements and/or key policies.

= Placemaking infrastructure — plays a vital role in ensuring that development
in NEC is consistent with the vision and policy framework for the area.

Final IDP

The ‘final’ IDP comprises this technical report with a thematic commentary on each
infrastructure typology and a more detailed infrastructure schedule. The schedule
outlines the full range of infrastructure required to support development in NEC,
detailing associated costs and delivery timeframes. Importantly, it also identifies
infrastructure that remains unfunded and where developer contributions may be
required to adequately mitigate the impacts of proposed development. It is important
to note that, by its nature, infrastructure planning is a dynamic process that needs to
be kept under review as evidence changes, funding patterns and commitments shift,
and development is delivered.

9 AtkinsRéalis have an in-house global cost database and benchmarking tool with
access to various projects across a range of assets and building type.
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4. Growth Scenarios

4.1 Overview

The Draft AAP 2021 presented a vision and policy framework for development at
NEC, underpinned by a detailed evidence base and engagement with a range of
stakeholders, including landowners and developers. However, uncertainty around
the future relocation of Anglian Water's WWTP and changing market dynamics
resulting in more commercially focused development proposals have led to the
development of a number of growth scenarios. These growth scenarios reflect
changes in the mix and quantum of development since the proposed submission of
the IDP 2021, with corresponding changes to a number of assumptions around the
composition of development at particular sites, the distribution of land uses across
NEC, and the housing and employment trajectories. Three growth scenarios have
been established, each defining a distinct development outcome.

The scale and distribution of growth within NEC are crucial for determining the
infrastructure requirements throughout the plan period. As such, the growth
scenarios have been identified to guide future development and address
uncertainties. While the DCO for the relocation of Anglian Water ‘s WWTP was
granted in April 2025, this IDP was developed at a time when, even with the consent
in place, it remains unclear if and when the relocation will be implemented.
Therefore, one of the updated scenarios considers the potential continuation of the
WWTP in its current location, addressing substantial limitations in certain areas due
to amenity concerns. Detailed descriptions for each scenario can be found in
Appendix B: Development Growth Scenarios but are summarised below.

Scenario 1: NEC AAP with consented trajectory - during the intervening period
since 2021, new development proposals have come forward across the NEC area.
These have departed from the previously assumed mix and development quantum
proposed in the Draft NEC AAP. The departures reflect the switch to more
economically viable commercial land development relative to residential. Current
planning applications are noted to promote a greater proportion of commercial
floorspace than the earlier AAP proposed. The scenario shows an increase in the net
additional commercial floorspace from 224,400 sqm under the 2021 AAP to 385,897
sgm, resulting in an uplift of ¢.18,915 additional jobs. The overall number of new
homes to be provided at NEC reduces under this scenario from 8,350 units to 7,835
units.

Scenario 2: NEC AAP with developer aspirations trajectory - amplifies the
Scenario 1 trend with significant intensification of commercial floorspace. This
scenario reflects the individual landowner's aspirations for their sites. It reflects the
trend seen in current planning and pre-application discussions, where landowners
are promoting significantly higher levels of commercial floorspace than advocated
through the draft NEC AAP. Cumulatively, this scenario would deliver a net uplift in
commercial floorspace of ¢.1.2m sqgm, with ¢.787,746 sgm coming forward within the
NEC plan period to 2041. This level of commercial floorspace would produce 62,558
new jobs, bringing the overall number of jobs across NEC to 71,642. This scenario
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sees the number of residential homes reduced further to 7,395, with 5,273 of these
new homes proposed to be delivered within the plan period to 2041.

Scenario 3: Cambridge Wastewater Treatment Plant will remain in situ - this
scenario reflects the developer aspirations established through scenario 2 that sees
substantial commercial floorspace coming forward on all sites across NEC, including
the part of the Hartree site that can still come forward for redevelopment, even with
the WWPT remaining in situ. Given the odour issues, and that many of the bad
neighbour uses would also remain, it is unlikely that landowners would seek to
develop out sites for residential use. Under this scenario, sites allocated for
residential or that already have consent for residential, will seek to convert the
residential floorspace to commercial use. As a result, scenario 3 could see the NEC
area deliver a further c.1.1 million sgqm of commercial floorspace, providing for a
further 60,000 jobs. However, this scenario marks a drastic reduction in residential
units, with only 90 units proposed across the whole of the NEC area.

The comparison of the scenarios against the Draft AAP 2021 reveals notable
differences in total commercial floorspace, job creation, and residential units,
highlighting the evolving focus of the development strategy. The Draft AAP 2021
proposed an uplift of 224,400 sgm of commercial space, supporting 11,153 new
jobs, while including 8,350 residential units. This balance indicates an intention to
foster both commercial growth and residential availability.

Table 4-1 - Overview of the Growth Scenarios

Net New Net Total Residential
Scenario Commercial New o'd esidential - population
* Jobs Units
(sqm) Jobs
Draft NEC AAP 224,400 11,153 23,755 8,350 17,135
Scenario 1: Draft
NECAAPand 555 897 18,915 29,167 7,835 16,078
consented
trajectory
Scenario 2: Draft
NEC AAP and
developer 1,209,594 62,558 71,642 7,395 15,175
aspiration
trajectory
Scenario 3:
WWTP to remain 1,157,274 60,504 70,239 90 185
in situ

Source: GCSPS. *Note: net new jobs are net uplift, which includes retained plus new
jobs.
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4.2 Scenario Testing

Relative to the Draft AAP, the growth scenarios present an increase in commercial
development and job creation, reflecting the strength of demand for the
intensification of employment floorspace, and particularly R&D and lab space, in the
vicinity of the Science Park and the Innovation Park. The increase in commercial
activity, with implications for commercial trips, necessitates a thorough examination
of transportation infrastructure to ensure efficient connectivity for both commercial
and residential areas. It also has potentially significant implications for demand for
power and the nature of network reinforcements required. It has been advised that
commercial demand will be for a combination of specialist lab space and more
typical office floorspace at a ratio of 65:35°.

The social infrastructure assessment is based on the different population estimates
under each scenario. Scenario 1: draft NEC AAP and consented trajectory is
considered as the “worst case scenario”, where the total population forecast is
16,078 inhabitants when the development is built out. This represents a lower
population than was forecasted in AAP as a result of the more commercially focused
planning permissions secured since 2021, leading to an overall reduction of 515
homes in this scenario. Population projections are also supported by the more
detailed modelling of household occupancy levels and revised child yields to support
school place planning.

In the growth scenario with the WWTP remaining in situ, the number of homes that
can be delivered is dramatically reduced, and the infrastructure demands will fall
significantly as a result. This growth scenario would result in a very different vision
for overall development at NEC.

This distinction is further explored in Chapter 5 Infrastructure Needs and
Requirements to ensure infrastructure is delivered in proportion to both residential
and commercial growth demands.

See Appendix C: Development Growth Scenarios for more details.

10 Based on GCSPS issued Technical Note: estimating the split of office/lab spaces
at NEC.
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5. Infrastructure Needs and
Requirements

This chapter assessed the infrastructure needs and requirements to ensure that
infrastructure delivery is aligned with the growing demand of both residential and
commercial development. The assessment reviews baseline conditions, the
stakeholders involved in infrastructure delivery and the gaps or demands that need
to be addressed across the NEC. For all projects identified as necessary to underpin
growth, cost estimates are provided, funding gaps identified and responsibilities for
delivery highlighted. Projects are prioritised to indicate their relative importance in
unlocking growth and to inform the phasing of their delivery.

5.1 Transportation

5.1.1 Baseline

Active travel

Active travel measures are a very important component of the overall travel options
within the NEC area. To achieve the sustainability goals for the site, high-quality
walking and cycling routes (as well as public transport) must be the primary option
for travel to, from, and within the site. At present, travel by active modes in the area
is inhibited by the severance effects of traffic on Milton Road and Cowley Road, the
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway alignment, fencing, and private land. The
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway also represents a barrier to movement between
NEC and the residential areas to the south of the site, including Nuffield Road, Kings
Hedges and Chesterton. Limited crossing places over the busway restrict access by
active modes to employment in NEC both now and in the future.

Cambridge North Station is located at the eastern extent of the NEC area,
approximately two kilometres (a 30-minute walk) from Cambridge Regional College
and 1.6 kilometres (a 22-minute walk) from the centre of Cambridge Science Park.
These relatively long walking distances make rail travel to/from NEC via Cambridge
North Station less attractive, and/or deter the use of active modes for the journey
between the station and NEC.

Projects such as the Chisholm Trail and the Waterbeach Greenway provide
opportunities for improved active travel access to and from surrounding areas. Upon
completion of phase 2, the Chisholm Trail will provide a direct walking and cycling
route to Cambridge Biomedical Campus via Cambridge Railway Station, connecting
the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway active travel route to the city via a segregated
route. Pedestrians and cyclists will be able to use the Chisholm Trail to safely access
areas south of the NEC area. The proposed Waterbeach Greenway would connect
NEC to Milton and Waterbeach via the Jane Coston Bridge over the A14.

Part of the route, on Cowley Road, has now been completed with a 4-meter-wide
segregated cycle path and an upgraded 2-meter-wide footpath. South of Cowley Rd,
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there is a gap between Cowley Rd and Milton Road (approx. 420m) where active
travel upgrades are needed, and the signalised crossing at the Cowley Rd bend
needs to be improved.

To the north of the Jane Coston Bridge, improvements for walking and cycling are
also required. This includes a walking and cycling link through Milton Village for
which proposals are being developed, and improved walking a cycling provision to
Milton Country Park. Due to Cambridge’s unique cycling culture, these schemes
present an opportunity for improved and increased active travel journeys for those
wishing to access areas both north and south of the site.

Public transport

The main public transport serving the NEC area is bus services using the
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway, rail services to/from Cambridge North Station, and
bus services along Milton Road, including to/from Milton Park and Ride. There is
already overcrowding on some services using the Busway and on train services, and
the development of the NEC site is expected to add additional demand for travel on
these services. The road network in the area is heavily congested, particularly during
peak times. Milton Interchange, immediately north of NEC, is a particular bottleneck
with significant congestion at peak times. As a result, bus services on Milton Road
are subject to extended and unreliable journey times, making them less attractive.

A number of public transport enhancements are proposed or under construction,
which are intended to improve public transport accessibility in the north of the city.
On Milton Road, the Greater Cambridge Partnership (GCP) has delivered extensive
improvements to public transport, cycling and walking infrastructure between NEC
and Mitcham’s Corner. The scheme includes continuous segregated cycleways and
footpaths along with new and improved signalised crossing facilities. This scheme
also provides sections of inbound and outbound bus lanes, allowing buses to bypass
general traffic, leading to improved reliability and journey times and making them a
more viable alternative to travel by private car.

A second major project planned by the GCP for the area is the Waterbeach to
Cambridge busway and travel hub. This new infrastructure would provide an
attractive public transport alternative to the private car for journeys from the north of
the city, including Waterbeach and Landbeach, with the potential for onward travel to
destinations further afield, including Ely.

The proposed route would connect with the existing Cambridgeshire Guided Busway
and provide direct services to Cambridge Regional College and Cambridge Science
Park. By bypassing the A10 and Milton Interchange, buses would experience faster
and more reliable journey times than cars in the southern part of the A10 corridor.
The new Waterbeach travel hub is projected to intercept traffic into the City Centre,
adding to the services already provided by the Milton Park and Ride. This new
infrastructure will intercept more journeys into the area and so help to reduce the
private car traffic in NEC. Furthermore, better connectivity between Milton and NEC
may encourage a Park and Cycle culture in which commuting employees will be able
to park at Milton Park and Ride and still access their workplace via active travel
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networks. The Waterbeach to Cambridge Greenway will support this by improving
the level of Active Travel provision between Milton and NEC.

Traffic Management

As mentioned above, the highway network currently operates at or over capacity
during weekday peak hours. Congestion on Milton Road and Kings Hedges Road is
are particular issue in the local area. For the NEC development to be successful, it
must avoid adding to the existing congestion issues. There is limited opportunity to
increase highway capacity, and even if opportunities were available, increased road
capacity will act against the desired increase in use of public transport and active
travel modes. In practice, providing attractive alternatives to car travel for new and
existing journeys in the area is likely to be the only viable option for avoiding a
worsening congestion situation. This applies both for journeys to and from the NEC
as well as journeys within it. Reducing the number of journeys to/from the NEC by
promoting people to live and work locally will also contribute to avoiding worsening
traffic conditions.

5.1.2 Stakeholders

Key stakeholders include scheme promoters (GCP and Cambridge County Council),
public transport operators, existing landowners and occupiers, and future
developers. Coordination is required between all stakeholders to ensure that a
sustainable, integrated and coherent transport network is provided both within and
locally to NEC. This includes ensuring that infrastructure is in place early in the
redevelopment of the site (see ‘Phasing’).

5.1.3 Gap and Future Needs

The transport evidence base was prepared in 2019"", a variety of topic papers, the
North-East Cambridge Development — Transport Position Statement and
Approach?, the AAP'3 and previous IDP'* have all informed this IDP. The AAP and
IDP used the findings of the transport evidence base work to inform a plan to deliver
the infrastructure needed for the development of NEC. The AAP developed a wide
view of the area and set out the vision for the future, identified goals and outlined
what was needed for the area to be successful. Key themes the AAP identified as
important were sustainability and connectivity, meaning people are able to live and
work in the same area, whilst allowing the movement of people in and out of the
district. The idea to build a new integrated sub-region of Cambridge was then broken
down further in the IDP. The IDP identified the practicalities of the vision and broke
the AAP down into topics to make the delivery of infrastructure possible.

The transport evidence base identified a ‘trip budget’ within which the transport
impacts of development at NEC would need to be contained in order to avoid major

" NEC Area Action Plan Transport Evidence Base (201" September 2019)

12 NEC Development — Transport Position Statement and Approach (January 2025)
13 Proposed Submission NEC Area Action Plan Regulation 19 (November 2021)

4 NEC Area Action Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan (December 2021)
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impacts on the highway network. The trip budget was calculated by counting the
number of traffic accessing NEC in the peak periods. This trip budget was used to
inform all other subsequent documents relating to transport and connectivity in NEC,
as well as the overall mix and quantum of development. The ‘trip budget’ defined the
maximum number of vehicle trips for the whole AAP area entering via Milton Road
as:

= 3,900 vehicles (combined directions) in the morning weekday peak hours; and
= 3,000 vehicles (combined directions) in the evening weekday peak hours

Similarly, the maximum number of vehicle trips accessing the site via Kings Hedges
Road is:

= 780 vehicles (combined directions) in the morning peak hour; and
= 754 vehicles (combined directions) in the evening peak.

By requiring new development to adhere to the trip budgets, the regeneration of NEC
should not add further traffic volumes to these roads. However, the trip budget
approach highlights the need to provide infrastructure and services which support
travel by active modes and public transport, both for new and existing journeys.

Amongst the portfolio of transport papers, those addressing transport'®,
internalisation16F'® and smart infrastructure17F'” They are the most relevant for
delivering transportation infrastructure. These all considered the issues regarding the
trip budget as described above, and each made recommendations to help reduce
the use of private cars in and out of the area. Each paper focused on specific
elements of the AAP to provide a more detailed perspective on how to overcome
these challenges on a topic-by-topic basis.

The NEC Development Transport Position Statement and Approach (January
2025)'® considered transport demand based on the updated development
projections. As part of this, internalisation figures, car mode share and trip rates were
reviewed to reflect the updated scenarios that this IDP utilises. The Transport
Position Statement revised these figures and explored mitigations to reduce car
usage and promote sustainable travel options, including the strategic, local and
internal measures detailed below. As part of this exercise, costs were outlined, as
well as the apportionment of costs for the strategic schemes that cover areas beyond

15 GCSPS (2021) NEC AAP Proposed Submission Topic Paper: Transport, available
at: NEC AAP Document Library

16 GCSPS (2021) NEC AAP Proposed Submission Topic Paper: Internalisation,
available at NEC AAP Document Library

7 GCSPS (2021) NEC AAP Proposed Submission Smart Infrastructure Topic Paper:
Future Mobility, available at NEC AAP Document Library

18 CCC (2025) NEC Development - Transport Position Statement, available at
Cambridgeshire.cmis.uk.com/CCC _live
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https://consultations.greatercambridgeplanning.org/greater-cambridge-north-east-cambridge-area-action-plan/document-library
https://consultations.greatercambridgeplanning.org/greater-cambridge-north-east-cambridge-area-action-plan/document-library
https://consultations.greatercambridgeplanning.org/greater-cambridge-north-east-cambridge-area-action-plan/document-library
https://cambridgeshire.cmis.uk.com/CCC_live/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=frxiftqCrw5nCTXqfrV6iMbsmVyL3jVZDk6E5Xke1Ua5YfdgJstZzA%3D%3D&rUzwRPf%2BZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3D%3D=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2FLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3D%3D&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3D%3D=hFflUdN3100%3D&kCx1AnS9%2FpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3D%3D=hFflUdN3100%3D&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2BAJvYtyA%3D%3D=ctNJFf55vVA%3D&FgPlIEJYlotS%2BYGoBi5olA%3D%3D=NHdURQburHA%3D&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3D&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3D&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3D

the NEC area. The Transport Position Statement (January 2025) is currently in draft
form and will be updated with the latest costings.

Changes since 2021

A significant amount of time has passed since the publication of the evidence
documents, including changes to proposed projects that would impact the way in
which the development would function. Projects like East West Rail (EWR) and the
route of the Waterbeach Greenway were assumed to be delivered in a particular way
that would serve the NEC development. Changes to these programmes leave gaps
in the transport infrastructure as it alters how public transport is forecasted to be
used. These are each discussed in more detail below.

Options for EWR included a northern route via Cambridge North station. This was
referred to in the AAP in the context of providing sustainable connections to other
cities and longer-distance trips. EWR to Cambridge North would have linked cities
such as Oxford and Milton Keynes with the Science Park and Business Parks
located in the NEC area, bringing employment opportunities and agglomeration
effects. However, EWR is no longer planned to stop at Cambridge North Station will
now take a Southern approach to Cambridge, and in the process, it will serve
Cambridge South instead. EWR may, however, serve Cambridge Station, meaning
these wider connections would still be available to passengers from NEC, albeit with
a change at Cambridge, reducing the positive impacts for NEC.

The proposed route of the Waterbeach Greenway has also changed since 2021,
when it was proposed to cross the A14 via an underpass close to the railway and the
eastern extent of the AAP area. The route is now proposed to cross the A14 500
metres further west via the Jane Coston Bridge to the east of Milton Interchange,
then follow Cowley Road south towards Cambridge North Station. In addition, the
existing two-way cycle track on Cowley Road has been widened to four metres in
width, the zebra crossing at Cowley Road upgraded, a new parallel crossing
provided to St John’s Innovation Centre and on-street parking removed. This revised
route means the Greenway provides direct access to the centre of the NEC area,
close to Milton Road, but means a longer route for those travelling to/from the very
eastern side of the development or seeking to access Milton Country Park from
Cambridge North Station. Overall, however, the route will improve the current
connection over the A14 from Milton and Waterbeach, providing direct access to the
NEC AAP area.

Since 2021, the amount of commercial development proposed has significantly
increased. It is now assumed that, under scenario 1, up to 7,835 homes and 18,915
new jobs'® will be generated by the development. This represents a decrease in
projected homes from the initial 8,350 dwellings proposed in the Draft AAP and a
potential increase of a further 7,762 jobs, depending on the final mix of houses and
commercial floorspace. The proportion of commercial versus residential
development affects the share of journeys which are made entirely within the site
(previously assumed to be 10%); a more even balance reduces the number of

19 Based on Scenario 1 — Draft NEC AAP + Consented
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external trips, which is beneficial to achieving the trip budget. The higher amount of
commercial development now proposed, circa 385,897 sqm for Scenario 1 up to
circa 1.2m sgm under Scenario 2, is therefore likely to reduce the share of trips
which are internal and therefore more journeys are likely to originate outside the AAP
area. As a consequence, more attention will be needed on measures to manage
private car trips to and from the commercial development.

Since the publication of the transport evidence base in 2019, the COVID-19
pandemic has fundamentally and permanently altered how people choose to work
and travel. The increase in flexible working has been seen countrywide, with more
people having the option to work from home. This will have an impact on absolute
volumes of travel, particularly at peak times. However, due to underlying growth in
demand for travel, traffic levels on the network surrounding NEC have returned to
pre-COVID levels. As a result, the evidence used to underpin the AAP and 2021 IDP
is considered to remain applicable.

5.1.4 Strategy and projects

Transport projects intended to facilitate the development of NEC have focused on
making travel to/from the area as sustainable as possible. The trip budget and
national policy encourage these values, and so ensuring that sustainable practices
are functional within the site is key to its success. In 2022, the road user hierarchy in
the highway code was updated to put vulnerable road users first: pedestrians,
cyclists and horse riders. This hierarchy is reflected in the strategy for the NEC
development, for example, the proposed improved infrastructure for pedestrians and
cyclists. Therefore, the road hierarchy aligns well with the values embedded in the
AAP.

One way in which the sustainability of the site can be increased from a transport
perspective relates to local accessibility. Opening the NEC area to make travel
to/from surrounding communities easier will improve access to jobs for existing
residents, and access to services for new residents, such as sports and leisure
facilities and schools. Plans for improving transport, therefore, need to incorporate
measures to provide for safe and convenient travel on foot or by bicycle for these
shorter journeys.

Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 include a list of the transport infrastructure projects that are
required to mitigate the transport impacts of the development of NEC. These tables
describe each proposed measure and provide an update on each since the
publication of the IDP in 2021. The tables categorise the projects into those entirely
within the area (‘internal’), ‘local’ schemes in the vicinity of NEC, and ‘strategic’
schemes affecting a wider area. The schemes in these tables are taken from those
detailed in Tables 17 and 18 of Appendix 2 of the Cambridgeshire County Council’s
North East Cambridge Development Transport Position Statement and Approach
2025.

The mitigation measures set out in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 are required to ensure
that the NEC area will be able to provide the infrastructure necessary to mitigate the
effects of the development (i) within the NEC area and (ii) outside the NEC area and
necessary to mitigate its wider impacts, comprising infrastructure schemes being
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delivered by other bodies including GCP and the CPCA. There is a requirement for
all developments within the area to contribute to the delivery of this package. In
summary, development in the NEC area will be required to:

= Deliver all infrastructure within their site boundaries as part of each
development;

= Directly deliver other internal measures and local junction works where
applicable; and

= Contribute to the area-wide Strategic Transport Mitigation Package.

The responsibilities for the delivery of these projects lie with either the developer,
Cambridgeshire County Council, or GCP. It is expected that the delivery for most of
the internal and local projects will be the responsibility of the developers, with the
Cambridgeshire County Council. Local and strategic measures will be undertaken by
Cambridgeshire County Council, working with developers where this is needed.
Strategic measures will be undertaken by GCP, Cambridgeshire County Council, or
the CPCA, as they not only serve NEC but also serve neighbouring areas.
Collaborative working will be required to ensure these projects are delivered with
appropriate coordination.

5.1.5 Phasing, Costs, and Funding

The potential phasing of the transport projects is summarised in Table 5-1 and Table
5-2, which is in line concerning the proposed phasing of the residential elements of
the NEC. As such, many of the active travel schemes will need to be completed at
an early stage due to their relevance to the development of the residential areas
planned for the NEC area and to enable the trip budgets set in the transport
evidence base to be adhered to. The larger strategic public transport corridor
schemes (i.e., the busway schemes) are likely to proceed over the next 10 years,
should they receive consent. It should also be noted that some of the projects
referenced, such as the Milton Road Corridor Improvement Scheme, Waterbeach
Greenway, and Chisholm Trail, are already under construction and in some cases
functionally complete.

A costing exercise was undertaken to determine robust cost estimates of each
internal and local transport measure. It is noted that the majority of these schemes
are in very early stages of conception, and so they are not in planning or design
stages; therefore, specifications were in an outline form. This costing exercise
included the following elements:

= High-level Bill of Quantities prepared based on the standard method of
measurement (MMHW),

= Quantities defined based on high-level assumptions; rates across various similar
projects to arrive at a benchmark unit rate/ sqm;

= Accounted for non-measurable items and/or elements yet to be designed
(informed by estimating experience);

= Applied percentage allowance for preliminaries including temporary traffic
management, overheads and profit, design costs and project/programme
management;
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= Applied percentage allowance for risk/uncertainty based on the maturity of design
information available, considering the benchmarked percentages of comparable
projects and in line with Department for Transport guidelines for schemes at a
very early phase;

= Consideration of land purchase costs and ground conditions/contamination is
excluded from the estimates.

The costs of these measures, alongside any assumptions made for each
measure/scheme, are referenced in the Appendix D.

Due to the nature of the strategic measures, costs associated with NEC are
apportioned to reflect the expected benefit received in the area. The apportionment
of these costs is included within the Transport Position Statement and Approach
2025 and shown in Table 5-2.

Funding for the various mitigation measures will originate through developer S106
contributions, GCP funding, and other government funding schemes. Each mitigation
will be funded separately and is dependent on the scale and use of the
infrastructure. Details of this can be found in Table 6-3 within section 6.2.

5.1.6 Prioritisation

A prioritisation exercise has been undertaken for each of the individual transport
schemes as described in Section. 3.1. The results of the prioritisation exercise for
transportation schemes are summarised in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 below.

It is worth noting that all active travel schemes are considered to be 'essential' to
avoid severance, given the requirement to keep vehicle trips to and from the NEC to
within the agreed trip budget.

5.1.7 Summary

Transport infrastructure in NEC is designed to promote active and sustainable travel
within and beyond the site, ensuring compliance with the NEC Trip Budget. Many of
the Greater Cambridge Partnership schemes, like the Waterbeach Greenway and
the Chisholm Trail, provide segregated outward cycle links and improve bus
connectivity to the NEC area. In combination with internal measures, like improved
cycle provision and east-west crossings, active travel infrastructure is prioritised to
provide the most attractive and easiest option for internal travel. Sustainable
transport, including improved bus services, guided busway, and the promotion of rail,
is made a priority for outward travel. These transport modes are given priority as
they will reduce the number of vehicles on the road and enable the area to adhere to
the slim transport budget laid out in the Transport Evidence Base.

A variety of projects have been adapted since the publication of the 2021 IDP.
Changes to the alignment of the Waterbeach Greenway and the promotion of the
southern approach of EWR mean that the area is serviced by external transport
measures in a different way from what was originally envisioned. Furthermore,
certain projects have been revised or are no longer proposed as they are considered
less effective than previously thought. Milton Road crossings have been revised,
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particularly the underpass to the south of the site that facilitates crossing the busway.
It has been proposed that this underpass be either upgraded or filled in and made
into an at-grade crossing. In addition, two local schemes have been added, which
were not included in the original list of local transport measures in the 2021 IDP
(improvements to Cowley Road and improved cycle and walking links to North
Cambridge Academy).

A full list of the projects proposed, and their updates can be found in the Gap and
Future Needs Section. The schemes detailed in this updated IDP include several
more strategic schemes. This is due to the distribution of trips to and from the NEC
area being the whole of the Cambridge sub-region. This is detailed in the Transport
Position Statement and Approach 2025.

The costings for each of the internal and local measures have been reassessed, and
new updated figures have been included in the Phasing, Costs, and Funding Section
above. These figures are high-level estimates and are based on direct construction
costs and project construction-related costs. It is recommended that these measures
be delivered at an early stage of the development of the area, as they are key in
unlocking the successful integration into the surrounding area, as well as limiting
undesirable impacts on the local transport network.
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Table 5-1 — Summary of Local and Internal Transport Infrastructure Projects

Cost
Project Description (£°:|illion) Delivery partner(s) Prioritisation Phasing
A pedestrian and cycle-
Bridge over Milton friendly bridge links over
Road to Cambridge Milton Road, connecting to 18 CCC Essential 2030-2035
Science Park the Eastern section of the site
to Cambridge Science Park.
The NEC underpass will
Underpass between St provide a high-quality
John's Innovation pedestrian and cycle access .
Centre and Cambridge  under Milton Road through 13 cce Essential 2030-2035
Science Park the delivery of an
underbridge-type structure.
The development should
include the provision for 3no.
. Further ped/cycle crossings of .
Busway Crossings the Busway East of Milton Rd 0.6 CCC Essential 2025-2030
(2no.) and West of Milton Rd
(1no.).
A bridge to connect the NEC
. site with the Fen Edge to the
Pedesrian and cycle east of the site. The bridge
bridge over the railway ’ 9 15.3 CCC Placemaking 2030-2035

will facilitate connections into
the wider footpath and cycle
path network.

line

Either specialist autonomous  22.5 (Driven
vehicles or driven vehicles vehicles) or CCC Placemaking 2030-2041
that serve a 3-mile-long route, 16.2(Autonomous)
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Project Description (£ million) Delivery partner(s) Prioritisation Phasing
which would take 15 minutes
to run (20-year Operating
Costs).
Improvements to the
Upgrade to the Milton appearance and security of
Road underpass under the underpass, including 1 CCC Essential 2030-2035
the Busway. improved lighting, surfacing,
and wall tiles.
Filling in of the Milton
Road underpass under  Long-term ambition to fill in
the Bugway, and. . the ramps and underpass and 2 cce Placemaking  2030-2035
extending the existing replace with surface
surface-level provision.
footway/cycleway.
A comprehensive and high-
quality pedestrian-focused
public realm and landscape
scheme was implemented to
Improvements to upgrade the character and
Cowley Road as an e el 4.3 cce Essential 2025-2030
access route. esign qua |ty of the s_treet
and was designed to integrate
and complement the new
development coming forward
on either side.
Provision for cycling on  This involves widening the
the Cambridge Science  footway to 3m or 3.5m for 0.6 1.8 cCC Essential 2025-2030
Park loop road. miles with 15 entry treatments
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Cost

Project Description (£ million) Delivery partner(s) Prioritisation Phasing
over side roads to create a
continuous route and two
tiger crossings.
Imoroved crossing at Reconfiguration of this
P >ing junction to improve the north- .
Milton Road with the 1.3 CCC Essential 2025-2030
busway junction south mpvement for .
' pedestrians and cyclists.
An improved route to the
Improved cycle and North Cambridge Academy
walking route to North Secondary School, which
Cambridae Academ could involve the widening of 2.2 CCC Essential 2025-2030
Seconda? School y footpaths and the installation
y ' of zebra crossings on quiet
streets.
Provision of 300 cycle lockers
Park and Cycle to allow people to store their
opportunities at P&R commuter cycles that they 1.1 CCC Essential 2025-2030
locations can leave at the park and ride
overnight.
Two 1500sgm spaces fitted
— similar to a small mail sorting
Sg”fgg:ﬁgﬁg Hubs at2 e This will be a space for 6.9 cce Essential 2025-2035
' residents to come and collect
deliveries and mail.
Source: AtkinsRéalis analysis based on Cambridgeshire County Council
cr 40
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Table 5-2 - Summary of Strategic Transport Infrastructure Projects

Project

NEC
Scheme Cost NEC Contributions Delivery

(£ million) Yo (£ million) partner(s)

Description Prioritisation Phasing

Waterbeach to
Cambridge
Bus Corridor

Busway
connecting the
new town of
Waterbeach with
North Cambridge,
Travel Hub west
of the A10, and a
path for walkers,
cyclists, and,
where
appropriate,
horse riders.

CCCto
submit TWAO
100 12% 21.1 to SoS (on Essential 2030-2035
behalf of
GCP)

Bus
improvements
for Cambridge

Bus
improvements for
Cambridge -
contribution
based on the
number of
additional buses
required to cater
for the additional
trips generated
by the proposed
level of
development in
the NEC area.

Cost per Bus/Per Year* N/A 16.9 GCP & CPCA Essential 2025-2040
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Project

Description

Scheme Cost
(£ million)

NEC
Contributions

(£ million)

NEC
%

Delivery
partner(s)

Prioritisation

Phasing

Chisholm Trail
Phases 1 & 2

3.5km, mostly off-
road and traffic-
free, walking and
cycling route
connecting
Cambridge
Station and
Cambridge North
Station.

22.9

85% 17.7

GCP

Essential

2025-2030

Waterbeach
Greenway

Green Active
Travel route
between
Waterbeach,
Milton, and
Cambridge North.

11.0

85% 7.9

GCP

Essential

2025-2030

Milton Road
Corridor

Public transport
priority measures
include new
sections of
outbound and
inbound bus
lanes and new
floating bus
stops. Improved
cycle facilities
with segregated
cycle provision

32.0

30% 9.3
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Project

Scheme Cost

D <
escription (£ million)

NEC
Contributions

(£ million)

NEC
%

Delivery
partner(s)

Prioritisation Phasing

along both sides
of Milton Road
and priority over
side roads.
Copenhagen-
style priority
crossings at side
roads. TRO to
ban verge
parking.

Cambourne to
Cambridge
Bus Corridor

Busway
connecting
Cambourne, the
Bourn Airfield
development,
Hardwick, Coton,
and the West
Cambridge site,
Travel Hub at
Scotland Farm,
and a new path
for walkers,
cyclists, and
horse riders.

181.0

14% 36.7

CccCcC
submitted
TWAO to the
SoS (on
behalf of
GCP)

Placemaking 2030-2035

10 other
Greenways

ar

10 other
Greenways excl.
Waterbeach.

94.0

2% 1.5
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NEC

h A i
Project Description Sc ?n:ne Cost !,‘l EC Contributions Delivery Prioritisation Phasing
(£ million) Yo . partner(s)
(£ million)
excl.
Waterbeach
St Ives o .
G St lves Greenway 6.7 58% 3.3 GCP Placemaking 2025-2030
reenway

An additional  An additional
1000 P8R 1000 P&R 10.0 NA 15 GCP Placemaking  2025-2030
spaces in spaces in
Cambridge Cambridge.
New
Controlled New Controlled
Parking Zones Parking Zonesin ; 5 N/A 05 GCP Essential 2025-2030
in the the surrounding
surrounding area.
area

New Busway

between a new

A1; (':I'ravgl _I(;lub cCC
Cambridge g?omezrirc]:aln ge submitted
South East I - TWAO to the .
Transport Campus linking N/A 4.8 SoS (on Placemaking 2030-2035
Phase 2 the new behalf of

Cambridge South GCP)

Station with '

Granta Park and

Babraham

- 4
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NEC

Project Description Sche.,‘rr.ie Cost E‘l EC  Contributions Deélivery Prioritisation Phasing
(£ million) Yo (£ million) partner(s)
Research
Campus. A path
for walkers,
cyclists, and

horse riders will
run alongside the
Busway.

Source: AtkinsRéalis analysis based on Cambridgeshire County Council

*The contribution to the City bus improvements assumes that a typical double-deck bus has a capacity of 80 passengers, and
therefore, there is a need for an additional 14 buses in the AM peak and 10 buses in the PM peak, which results in a total of 24
buses per day. In this initial assessment, it is assumed that there will need to be 100% support for two years. This cost includes
assumptions for services to and from Cambridge City Centre, Milton Road, and Newmarket Road areas20

** Due to the early stages of the revised CSETS Scheme, the contribution to the bus element of the scheme is based on the
additional buses required to cater for the trips to and from the NEC area, while the cycle elements are assigned to the southern
section of Chisholm trail and the costs generated based on the proportion of trips as with the other schemes.

20 CCC (2025) NEC Development — Transport Position Statement and Approach (January 2025). Available at:
https://cambridgeshire.cmis.uk.com/CCC live
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5.2 Power

5.2.1 Baseline

The NPPF sets out that planners should ensure emerging policies are aligned with
the investment plans of a range of infrastructure providers, including those in the
utilities sector?'. Further, it states that plans should set out a positive strategy for
energy from renewable and low-carbon sources??, including futureproofing to
account for climate change ambitions over the lifetime of the plan. Power demand
and capacity, by their nature, are dynamic. This is as a consequence of the changing
development demand in the market year-on-year coupled with power network
operators, in this case UKPN, tending to operate at near capacity, with future
available capacity allocated on a ‘first come first served’ basis and often reacting to
changes to committed and implemented development within the ‘catchment’ of the
power network.

This general approach can often be at odds with the plan-led delivery of network
upgrades, which by its nature forecasts demand over a longer timeframe, and it can
increase the risk that capacity is not available when developments come forward.
This can be particularly challenging where there is uncertainty over phasing or the
composition of individual developments. While UKPN aim to work collaboratively with
the LPAs, developers and OFGEM to fund and deliver network reinforcements at the
right time, it should be assumed at this stage that capacity within the existing
network will not be aligned with the additional demands that projected growth in NEC
will bring and that a programme of reinforcement will need to be defined, sought,
agreed and implemented.

The current situation indicates that the existing power network is operating at near
capacity. The current power supply is provided by the existing Milton Road Primary
Substation, which contains two transformers providing an overall capacity of 48 MVA
(2x24 MVA). For the purposes of ensuring network resilience and the prioritisation of
network reinforcements, UKPN modelling typically assumes the loss of one
transformer and, as such, the modelled ‘firm’ capacity of Milton Road is 24MVA.
Since 2021, a number of major developments in and around NEC have submitted
connection requests to UKPN to further erode spare capacity.

The scale and availability of alternative sources of power have not been determined
or confirmed and will form part of the Local Area Energy Plan (LAEP) for
Cambridgeshire, which is currently being developed by Cambridgeshire County
Council and partners. The identification and inclusion of alternative sources of power
supply as part of this study may provide additional solutions for NEC that improve
resilience by reducing the reliance on existing infrastructure. The Plan will also play
an important role in supporting the net-zero and sustainability aspirations of the City
Council and SCDC as they address the climate change challenge.

21 NPPF (2025) Paragraph 27
22 NPPF (2025) Paragraph 165
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5.2.2 Stakeholders

The key stakeholder with regard to power supply remains UK Power Networks
(UKPN) as the prime power supplier for the development area.

5.2.3 Gap and Future Needs

It is generally accepted and acknowledged that capacity in the network is lacking as
a result of the increasing demands presented by new development and growth, more
energy-intensive land uses, and a policy environment that requires more electrical
power as an integral part of transitioning to a cleaner and greener energy supply.
Issues like the replacement of conventional gas-fired heating in favour of heat pumps
and other electrical solutions, and increasing requirements to serve electric vehicle
charging have increased the demand for electrical power, for example. Modelling
completed in 2019 set out that demand capacity for the Cambridge area was 240
MW, but with projected residential and commercial growth and the electrification of
transport, this will increase to 710 MW for the Cambridge area by 203123, which
raises concerns about the capacity of the network to accommodate such significant
increases without significant reinforcement. This modelling included up to 8,600 new
homes at North East Cambridge.

The NEC Site Wide Energy and Infrastructure Study and Energy Masterplan study
calculated the baseline energy consumption for the proposed level of growth (full
build-out) as being 62 MWh per annum with a diversified peak of 16 MW.

Engagement with UKPN has confirmed that increased demand for commercial
floorspace across the NEC and, particularly, the delivery of specialist laboratory and
research space will give rise to different network demands and influence the
necessary mitigation.

Any development clearance undertaken in parallel with the NEC development should
ringfence any capacity released. Specific arrangements will need to be reviewed and
agreed upon to determine options for the temporary retention of power capacity. This
may assist in those critical early phases of development and delivery.

5.2.4 Strategy and Projects

It is proposed that the load demand for the proposed development will be met by a
capacity upgrade at the existing UKPN Milton Road Primary Substation and the
delivery of a new substation later in the plan period. At Milton Road, the works will
consist of extending the footprint of the Primary Substation to accommodate an
additional transformer. The UKPN Business Plan 2023 — 2028 does not include the
upgrade of the existing Milton Road Primary Substation as a high-priority ‘core’
intervention, given the uncertainties around delivery at NEC. This is a result of a
regulatory framework in which suppliers are restricted from making speculative
upgrades/reinforcements to their networks due to the regulator having a duty to

23 Asset Utilities (2019) Greater Cambridge Partnership - Local Network Analysis,
p23.
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demonstrate value for money. However, UKPN has confirmed that the Milton Road
reinforcement was one of many schemes being monitored to ascertain clearer
timescales for delivery and potential inclusion in the next 5-year plan.

As a result of major developments eroding spare capacity since the 2021 IDP was
completed, UKPN have confirmed that additional network reinforcement above that
identified at Milton Road will now be required. This may well require new power
infrastructure to be provided within NEC, given that it will be an area of high demand
and that locating a new substation within the area would minimise wider disruption
and allow for more efficient coordination with load take-up as development is
occupied. The location and specification of this additional reinforcement will be
developed subject to UKPN modelling the impacts of revised residential numbers,
the composition of different types of commercial floorspace, and further clarity on
anticipated phasing. With NEC being located at the fulcrum of a number of other
areas of strategic growth, this intervention could be designed to provide wider
network resilience. UKPN is actively in discussion with the major developers at NEC
on these issues.

The existing substation connects to the grid via pylons and overhead lines (132 kV
capacity), and these transect the core site and the Science Park. It has been
identified that there is a need to relocate these underground sites before these sites
are ready to come forward for redevelopment. Undergrounding on the core site is
relatively straightforward. Coordination of the undergrounding of the lines would
need careful consideration in respect of the planning of the route and land issues,
and the physical programme of implementation. The site-specific nature of this issue
means it is best addressed as an abnormal development cost as and when individual
developments are implemented, rather than an infrastructure project required in
response to projected growth at NEC. Details about the implementation and phasing
of these works could be secured via a planning condition or planning obligation for
the affected developments. Consideration should be given to coordination with other
strategic traffic management and spatial issues, and the potential designation of a
utility infrastructure corridor.

Alternative suppliers for a greener, renewable solution will need to be identified and
considered, noting that the net-zero carbon buildings policy in the Draft AAP seeks to
reduce energy demand by requiring renewable energy generation to match annual
energy requirements for new development. Available options can result in significant
demand reductions to the existing network. The approach to alternative supplies will
follow and support the developing polices and guidelines of both the City Council and
SCDC about their respective climate change agendas.

5.2.5 Phasing, Costs, and Funding

The process for upgrading the existing Primary Substation to provide an additional
transformer is widely reported to take up to three years. The period remains a
realistic estimate. Associated costs for works of a similar scale and complexity have
indicated costs range between £3 to £4 million. UKPN have confirmed an indicative
cost of £4m based on 2020 prices and expects that this cost would be higher to
account for cost inflation since. UKPN estimate that a new substation within NEC
could cost in the region of £10m, though with this intervention likely required to serve
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later phases of development, this cost should be treated as indicative. This cost
would be for the substation only and would not account for the associated site-
specific costs of connecting new developments, which would be variable depending
on location.

More accurate costings would be developed as part of future iterations of UKPN'’s
business plan with the intention that this evidence the need for funding applications
to OFGEM. Where changing patterns of demand mean that a different scale of
reinforcement is required or more quickly, they are able to utilise an uncertainty
mechanism that allows ad-hoc requests to OFGEM for additional priority funding.
Even though funding has not presently been identified for network upgrades to serve
NEC, through collaboration with UKPN, this would likely be secured.

The process for this work needs to commence as early as possible if capacity is to
be made available to the development in sufficient time so as not to impede the
wider development programme. If more detailed projections at the application stage
highlight a lack of availability in the network, temporary solutions may be required.

In determining the need for upgrades and the associated costs, UKPN modelling
includes a range of assumptions around electrical demand and progress towards net
zero. This includes, for example, assumptions around building fabric, the
incorporation of renewable technologies, and electric vehicle charging points. A more
prescriptive ‘green’ policy environment that presents higher network demands will
likely increase the scale of investment required to maintain sufficiency of supply, but
NEC AAP policies will also seek to reduce annual and peak energy demands
through greater provision of renewable energy generation within new developments.
This dynamic needs to be kept under review and can mean that costs are subject to
change.

The substation will serve both the residential and commercial elements of the NEC
AAP, and the cost, therefore, needs to be apportioned. Costs have been apportioned
on the basis of forecasted energy consumption, referred to as peak demand.

While the costs associated with substation upgrades will normally be met by the
supplier, the cost of connecting individual developments to the network will fall on
individual developers as a development/build cost.

5.2.6 Prioritisation

The works to the Primary Substation(s) have been identified as critical enabling on
the basis that without network upgrades, it is not confirmed that there will be
sufficient power in the network for incoming residents and commercial tenants at
NEC. The required upgrades to the Primary Substation(s) should be designed and
delivered by UKPN. The time taken to design, obtain consent, and deliver these
upgrades needs to be understood as part of the phasing of development and
emphasises the critical nature of prompt funding and delivery to unlock growth.

5.2.7 Summary

Requirement to revisit current capacity and the upgrading programme will be key.
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The substation upgrade remains critical, enabling infrastructure that needs to be
provided in the first development phase, aligned, insofar as possible, with the first
occupation of residential and/or commercial premises.

The expansion of renewable energy solutions throughout NEC and the wider area
will have a significant influence on demand for electrical power. The forthcoming
LAEP may highlight opportunities and interventions that affect this dynamic, and the
type and scale of power infrastructure required to serve NEC. Similarly, while UKPN
modelling makes assumptions around power demand associated with sustainability
policies and net zero ambitions, the implications of these measures and a wide
range of interventions on patterns of energy consumption will need to be monitored
as development comes forward.

Table 5-3 — Summary of Power Infrastructure Projects

Cost
Project Description (£
million)

Delivery

partner(s) Prioritisation Phasing

New transformer

to increase

capacity to meet
future demand 4
from residential

and commercial

floor space.

UKPN / Critical 2025-
OFGEM enabling 2030

Substation at
Milton Road

Capacity increase
Delivery of a to meet future
new ry demand from 10 UKPN / Critical 2030-
. residential and OFGEM enabling 2041
substation .
commercial floor

space.

Source: AtkinsRéalis analysis
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5.3 Waste

5.3.1 Baseline

CCC is the Waste Disposal Authority and has a statutory responsibility for waste
planning and disposal across the county. In partnership with Peterborough City
Council, CCC has prepared the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and
Waste Local Plan. CCC manages a network of nine Household Recycling Centres
(HRC). Milton HRC is the closest to NEC, being located roughly 1km north. The City
Council and SCDC are the designated Waste Collection Authorities responsible for
the collection of household waste and have operated as the Greater Cambridge
Shared Waste Service since 2016.

The planning policy context remains largely unchanged since the earlier IDP was
completed in 2021. At that time, the joint Minerals and Waste Local Plan (MWLP) for
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough had recently been adopted (July 2021), setting
out the strategic framework for the management of waste arisings up to 2036. The
MWLP sets out overarching objectives to contribute positively to the sustainable
management of waste in a manner that supports climate change mitigation,
adaptation, and builds in resilience to the effects of climate change.

The MWLP allocates and safeguards existing and proposed waste management and
recycling facilities and sets out requirements for all major new developments to
implement sustainable waste management practices. Data compiled at the time of
the 2021 NEC AAP indicated that the plan area is a net importer of waste. The
MWLP also stated that there were sufficient sites (existing and committed) to meet
the identified future need, and no need for the Plan to allocate new sites.

The MWLP is supported by well-established guidance on the design and delivery of
waste management, storage, and facilities as part of new developments. Policy 14
sets out that residential and commercial developments should be accompanied by a
waste management toolkit that sets out how developments will be designed to
provide suitable waste storage, waste collection, and recycling facilities in
accordance with Greater Cambridge Shared Waste Service (GCSWS) requirements.
The policy states that where appropriate, development may be required to contribute
to the provision of bring sites and/or HRCs. Further guidance on the range of waste
management infrastructure to be incorporated within developments and
recommended design solutions is set out in the RECAP Waste Management Design
Guide Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (2012) and on the GCSWS
website.

In 2022, planning permission was granted for the redevelopment, expansion, and
upgrade of the (then) temporary Milton HRC to allow for its permanent retention at
this location (see CCC/22/259/FUL). The development was scoped and scaled to
accommodate projected household growth in Cambridge City and the South
Cambridgeshire area up to the year 2070, anticipating increases in waste arising
from the HRC from 12,500 tonnes per annum to 18,000 tonnes per annum by 2046
and 25,000 tonnes per annum by 2070. The development forms part of the council’s
overall strategy to improve climate resilience by expanding sustainable waste
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management principles and by siting the facility in a location that minimises travel
time for a large number of existing and future residents. The expanded facility is
projected to serve up to 100,000 households over the AAP plan period, including
those planned at NEC. Whilst it will primarily accommodate household waste, the
facility will also have the capacity to accept commercial waste arising from SME
businesses. Work is projected to begin in Autumn 2025 and be completed within 9
months. The project has a capital budget of up to £4.813m.

The County Council seeks contributions from residential and commercial
development, with the approach set out in the RECAP Waste Management Design
Guide SPD (2012) and the Draft Greater Cambridge Planning Obligations SPD
(2024).

The previous 2021 IDP identified a need to fund three additional refuse vehicles to
accommodate the increased demand for refuse collection as a result of planned
residential growth at NEC. The collection of household waste is a matter for
consideration by the IDP, as the scale of growth proposed at NEC will require
additional refuse collection vehicles (RCV). As per the Draft Greater Cambridge
Planning Obligations SPD (2024), the assumed provision is one collection vehicle
per 3,000 dwellings on a fortnightly collection pattern. Where an underground
collection system can be provided, the number of vehicles can be reduced.

Bring Banks are typically required to be installed on hard standing or public realm
provided as part of developments to provide a network of local facilities to
supplement the HRCs. At present, one set of banks should be provided for every
800 dwellings?*, with a lower level of provision generally expected where
developments are in close proximity to an HRC. Guidance relating to bring bank
provision is currently under review. The provision, funding and management of bring
banks is entirely managed via private providers.

Managing the collection and disposal of commercial waste is not the responsibility of
th