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Green Parties 

 
Please note we have not responded to every question, just to areas of immediate concern. 
 
Section 1, Q2: Tell us more about your vision for the Arc to 2050. 
 
To thrive, humankind needs to exist within planetary boundaries (climate change, 
biodiversity loss, water abstraction etc) while enabling all sections of society to meet their 
needs. This idea is encapsulated in the ‘doughnut economics’ framework developed by 
economist Kate Raworth (figure 1). We strongly believe that these principles must be at the 
heart of planned development at all scales. 

 
Figure 1: The Doughnut of social and planetary boundaries. The inner ring represents a social foundation, to 
ensure that everyone has access to life’s essentials, and the outer an ecological ceiling, to ensure that 
humanity does not overshoot ecological boundaries. Between these two sets of boundaries lies a doughnut-
shaped space that is both ecologically safe and socially just. Reproduced from 
https://doughnuteconomics.org/about-doughnut-economics  
 
The English planning system currently lacks an effective strategic tier which would enable 
planning at larger-than-local scales. The OxCam Arc Strategic Framework could be an 
opportunity to create a framework within which local authorities can cooperate on cross-
boundary issues. 
 
Our vision is therefore a collaborative project involving local communities and their elected 
representatives, with the clear objective of achieving a sustainable future for this region of 
the country. We note, however, that the vision for the Arc being put forward by 
Government is very far from this ideal. It is an idea imposed on local residents and 
authorities by central government with no prior consultation. The driving principle behind it 



is economic growth, with no adequate of assessment of whether such growth would either 
exceed ecological ceilings or help the region (or the UK as a whole) to address shortfalls in 
its social foundation. We therefore strongly oppose the OxCam Arc in its current form. 
 
Section 1, Q5: We are preparing the OxCam Arc Spatial Framework to make the most of 
the area’s unique potential for economic growth to 2050 and beyond. If there is anything 
you would like to add, we would love you to tell us. 
 
The consultation (Paragraph 3.1) states that “The government’s priority for the Oxford-
Cambridge Arc is sustainable economic growth”. This is highly concerning. The starting point 
must be to adapt our society to live within planetary boundaries. This is likely to involve 
growth in certain sectors (for example renewable energy, retrofitting existing buildings, 
regenerative agriculture) and a rebalancing - but not necessarily growth - across the 
economy as a whole. The intentions expressed throughout the consultation to protect and 
enhance the environment and combat climate change are welcome, but must not come 
second to a top down growth target. Such a target is increasingly irrelevant as the climate 
and biodiversity crisis looms. 
 
The area covered by the Arc contains a high proportion of the most productive grades of 
farmland. There does not appear to be any assessment of the impacts of the proposed 
development on England’s food production capabilities.  
 
Several commentators, including Stop the Arci and the Smart Growth coalitionii have 
questioned the Government’s approach in developing the Arc plans. According to analysis 
carried out by Smart Growth: “The big claim made for the Arc – that it has uniquely high 
productivity – is largely without foundation. There are islands of significantly high 
productivity, but mostly it simply lies around, or a little above, the national average. The 
same is true of its prosperity and household incomes and it has little or none of the serious 
deprivation that would justify intervention.” Smart Growth propose five alternative “Arcs of 
sustainable development” in England where the Arc approach could be implemented more 
beneficially (although they also point out that Government has done nothing to establish 
whether the ‘Arc’ approach is a sound one in the first place).  
 
Section 2, Q4: your vision for green spaces, nature, and biodiversity 
 
The consultation document states “The government wants to support growth in the Arc in a 
way that is sustainable – by improving the natural environment and making sure it is 
protected, and can recover from harm.” We feel strongly that support to restore nature 
should not be conditional on economic growth. We are living through linked climate and 
biodiversity crises and government should be investing in nature’s recovery as an urgent 
priority. Far from promoting nature’s recovery, England’s planning system is failing to 
protect even our remaining green spaces and designated wildlife areas. If the shortcomings 
of the current system are not addressed, high growth rates will inevitably increase the 
threat. No strategic assessment appears to have been carried out of the impacts of the Arc 
plans on sites of biodiversity importance. 
 



We share concerns raised by environmental NGOs that the current approach to the Arc is 
putting the environment at riskiii. Major development proposals are progressing before any 
Strategic Environmental Assessments have been carried out, and Government has yet to 
announce any specific commitments to or targets for restoring nature in the Arc. We 
support these NGOs’ calls for government to ‘rethink the Arc’. We note with concern that 
the ‘local partners’ defined in the May 2019 ‘Joint Declaration’ document (section 1.3) do 
not include any environmental bodies. Furthermore, the consultation notably fails to 
mention the “Shared regional principles for protecting, restoring and enhancing the 
environment in the Oxford-Cambridge Arc”iv developed by the Arc’s local partners and 
stakeholders. Despite the rhetoric, it does not appear that the government is placing a high 
priority on nature in its plans for the Arc. 
 
Section 2, Q7:  your vision for climate change and/ or the contribution to net zero 
 
Climate change is a cross-border issue that needs urgent, coordinated action. As mentioned 
above, the idea of a Strategic Framework for the Arc region could offer opportunities to 
achieve this – but not if the project is bound by top-down growth targets. All new buildings 
– wherever they are – should be of the highest possible environmental standards in terms of 
energy and water use, and all new settlements should be designed around the principle of 
reducing need to travel and shifting to low carbon forms of transport. This should not be 
seen as a unique selling point of the OxCam Arc, but as a minimum requirement for any 
development. When designing truly sustainable development, the first step is to make sure 
it is in the right place. We do not believe the Arc is an appropriate location for extensive 
development – however energy efficient its buildings. 
 
Section 2, Q1: your vision for water 
 
Water is a key reason we do not believe large scale development is appropriate in this 
region. The OxCam Arc includes some of the driest regions in the UK and water supplies are 
already under stress (see for example the Cam Valley Forum’s report “Let it Flow”, 
discussing the impacts of over-abstraction from the River Cam basinv). The sewage system is 
also overstretched, with overflow sewage frequently pumped into our rivers at time of high 
rainfall. We need to address these existing problems before considering whether there is 
capacity for additional development. 

 
Section 3, Q8: your vision for jobs and businesses 
 
The Green Party places a high priority on a fair society in which everyone has the 
opportunity to thrive. There is no evidence that the Arc is necessary or even helpful to 
achieving this within our region or across the UK . The Arc area is one of the wealthiest in 
the UK, but includes many people living in poverty. The historically high growth rates and 
spiralling housing costs of cities like Cambridge have tended to exacerbate, not ameliorate, 
the economic pressures on households in lower income brackets. The ‘levelling up’ agenda 
would be better served by investing in currently under-funded areas outside of the 
southeast of England, while inequality within the Arc needs to be addressed at local level, 
for example by investing in social housing. 
 



Section 5, Q5: your vision for homes in your area 
 
To be truly sustainable, new developments should be based around local need for housing, 
employment and infrastructure, not a top-down growth target. In Cambridgeshire, the 
economic growth envisaged by our Councils mainly benefits developers and those with 
money to invest. Instead, we need a large increase in council owned and managed secure 
rented property backed up by community ownership cooperatives, housing associations and 
co-housing projects. 
 
We are concerned that the Government is not being open about the amount of housing it 
envisages for the Arc. Early publicity talked about one million new homes and jobsvi. The 
current consultation does not mention this number. However, conversations between 
government and prospective investors continue to refer to specific economic targetsvii and it 
seems improbable that housing numbers are not being discussed as part of this. We ask for 
clarification on Government’s forecasts for house numbers, and what economic studies 
have been carried out to justify this figure. 
 
Section 6, Q3: engaging communities 
 
The OxCam Arc plans originated as an idea by individuals in central government and have 
been in development for more than 6 years. However, this is the first time residents of the 
area have been formally consulted. Consultation is meaningless if it does not allow for the 
response to significantly alter the plans, including an option to reject them altogether. The 
alternative survey drawn up by the ‘Stop the Arc’ campaign groupviii articulates many 
questions that should have been asked. We urge government to consider the responses to 
the Stop the Arc survey with equal weight to those of the formal consultation. We would 
also like clarification on how the OxCam Arc plans (including any housebuilding targets that 
have been presented to developers) will interact with the Local Plans being prepared by the 
local authorities along the route.  
 
Section 7, Q2: data, evidence and digital tools 
 
We place a high priority on evidence-based policy, and welcome the intention to create a 
reliable, consistent, complete and publicly available evidence base. What is lacking are 
binding and quantifiable performance criteria against which the Arc project can be assessed. 
These outputs need to be clearly linked to objectives which are based on the doughnut 
economics principles discussed above. The public must be able to scrutinise the evidence 
and decide whether the performance criteria are being met. 
 
Response from Cambridge, Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire Green Parties, 
October 2021. Address for correspondence: ellie_crane@cantab.net  

 
i http://stopthearc.org  
ii https://smartgrowthuk.org/publications/  
iii https://www.wildlifebcn.org/news/calls-urgent-government-rethink-oxcam-arc  
iv https://www.semlep.com/modules/downloads/download.php?file_name=2306  
v https://camvalleyforum.uk/publication-let-it-flow/  
vi https://nic.org.uk/studies-reports/growth-arc/  



 
vii For example, https://www.built-environment-networking.com/event/oxford-cambridge-arc-conference-
2021/  
viii https://tinyurl.com/5MinArcSurvey  


