
Dear Councillor 
 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 19 MARCH 
2018 

 
I am now able to enclose for consideration at the above meeting the following 
reports that were unavailable when the agenda was printed. 
 
Agenda 

No. 
Item 

 
 LATE REPRESENTATIONS  (Pages 3 - 20) 
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE   –    19
th

 March 2018 

LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY 

 

Agenda            

Item No.   Address & Description 

 

3 (a)   Proposed warehouse/office development including 

ancillary landscaping – The Orchard, Garden Farm, The 

Town, Great Staughton PE19 5BE 

 
Following publication of the Addendum Report dated 19 March 2018 Cllr Gray 
raised two specific queries regarding the traffic survey: “Can you confirm that the 
survey addresses 1) ALL road users and pedestrians (not just those employees 
potentially working at the site) and 2) covers the road between the B660 Highway 
Junction and the entrance to Orchard Farm?” 
 
Officer response: The ‘Pedestrian and Cyclist’ document (ABDS Ltd: submitted 
24.01.2018) provides a snapshot of all pedestrian and cyclist movements on 
Wednesday 17

th
 and Thursday 18

th
 January 2018 between the hours of 07.30 - 

09.00 and 16.00 - 17.30. This information must be read as in conjunction with the 
other traffic/highways documents which support the application.  
 
The Agent’s supporting letter states: “We would suggest that the combined data 
presented with the Original Transport, the addendum accident data report 
between 2006-3017 and this latest survey of pedestrian and cyclist movements 
proves beyond all reasonable doubt that highway movements associated with 
Zantra’s operations at Garden Farm will not present a danger to residents of Great 
Staughton”. 
 
The location of the traffic survey was chosen to provide consistency with the 
originally submitted Transport Assessment i.e. the junction of Great Staughton 
Road with the site access (the ‘Survey Point’). Surveys from the Survey Point 
provided data on all forms of both eastbound and westbound traffic passing 
though this point.  
 
The B660 (to the west) links Pertenhall to Bedford, with the 
B660/Great Staughton Road junction located approx. 3.7km west of 
the survey site. Eastbound traffic joining Great Staughton Road from 
this junction would be recorded in the data if the vehicle crossed the 
survey point. Similarly, westbound traffic from the B645/Causeway 
junction (located approx. 1.12km east of the survey site) would be 
recorded in the data if the vehicle crossed the survey point. 
 
Great Staughton Parish Council repeated their objection to the proposed 
development (dated 28.02.2018, received 12.03.2018). Concerns raised include: 

 Interpretation of Farm Diversification policy; 

 Claim of fewer vehicle movements; 

 Highways safety; 

 Impact upon listed buildings – impact of works upon water flow and overall 
landscape. 

 
The Agent for the application provided a response (13.03.2018): 
 

“What my client has repeatedly tried to explain [is that] articulated vehicle 
movements will not increase as a result. We have always understood that local 
concern was in relation to large articulated vehicle movements in the village.  HCV 
movements cover a wide ranging set of vehicles – classified as 6 tonnes and 
above. Deliveries are made into the site by articulated lorry. Goods are taken out 
of the site by Zantra’s own vehicles, the largest of which is 12 tonnes (maximum 
gross vehicle weight)”.  
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Accident data: 
 

 Of the 62 recorded accidents 8 involved vehicles which were recorded as 
being 7.5 tonne gross vehicle weight and above i.e. HCV’s 

 Of the 62 recorded accidents an additional 6 accidents involved vehicles up 
to 3.5 tonne capacity i.e. LCV’s 

 No vehicles of 7.5 tonne capacity (or above) are recorded as being 
involved with an accident involving a cyclist or pedestrian 

 2 accidents (neither fatal) are recorded between 2006 and 2017 involving 
pedestrians 

 2 accidents are recorded between 2006 and 2017 involving pedal cyclists 

 Of the 3 fatal accidents recorded all involved motorcyclists and all were 
recorded over 2.5km from the application site. 

 
Officer response: Paragraphs 7.6 to 7.10 of the 20

th
 November 2017 DMC report 

addressed the principle of the proposed development with regard to LP18 (Rural 
Economy) of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Consultation Draft (now LP20 
in Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 version). The 
content of policy LP20 has not changed (from Consultation Draft to Submission 
version), however a further explanation is provided below to demonstrate how the 
proposal complies with Policy LP20: 
 
First and foremost, Policy LP20 is not limited to farm diversification. 
 
As the proposal is to expand an existing business, the second part of LP20 
(Expansion of an Existing Business) is relevant, and critically, the second part of 
that section as the  proposal is clearly for the expansion of an established 
industrial or rural business on land outside of its existing operational site in the 
open countryside.  That part of the policy then states such a proposal will be 
supported where it is demonstrated that that:    
 
d. Opportunities to reuse existing buildings have been fully explored; and 
replacement or new build are only proposed where it can be demonstrated that no 
suitable reuse opportunities are available;  
e. Any opportunities to make more efficient use of land within the existing site 
boundary are not suitable for the proposed use; 
f. It avoids the irreversible loss of the best and most versatile agricultural land 
(Grade 1 to 3a) particularly Grade 1 where possible and should use land of lower 
agricultural value in preference to land of higher agricultural value; and 
g. The scale, character and siting of the proposal will not have a detrimental 
impact on its immediate surroundings and the wider landscape. 
 
 
The proposed development (for the expansion for an established business in a 
rural location) is considered to conform to the criteria which concerns the 
‘Expansion of an Existing Business’. Paragraphs 7.7 – 7.10 of the 20

th
 November 

2017 DMC report addresses each of the above points. 
 
Paragraphs 1.4 – 1.5 of the November 2017 DMC report also addressed the issue 
of the expansion and diversification of Garden Farm through the establishment of 
Zantra Ltd which was, in part, facilitated through a 2006 planning permission 
(0603433FUL). As such, it is considered appropriate that the proposed 
development be assessed under the ‘Expansion of an Existing Business’ criteria.  
 
Put differently, the expansion of a business in a rural location is not limited to farm 
diversification but applies to any industrial business which meet the criteria 
(outlined above) and in the latter part of policy LP20 of the Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017 version. 
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Comments from a neighbour have been received regarding the advertisement of 
the application. The neighbour suggests that the application should be advertised 
as a ‘Planning Permission affecting the setting of a Listed Building’. 
 
Officer response: Garden Farm farmhouse is a grade II listed building that lies 
approximately 230m from the proposed site. The curtilage of the farmhouse is 
tightly defined by the remaining walls of the former walled garden from which the 
farm derives its name. The proposed warehouse buildings will lie beyond a 
modern access road approximately 40m to the south of the southernmost 
stretches of garden wall and therefore it is considered that the development will lie 
beyond the curtilage of the listed building and well outside its primary setting. The 
proposed development is not considered to affect the setting of a listed building 
and as such need not be advertised as development affecting the setting of a 
listed building.  

 

 

4 (a) Hybrid planning application comprising: 

1)  Application for outline planning permission for 

development of a mixed use urban extension to include; 

residential development of up to 2,800 dwellings (C3), up 

to 63,500 sqm of employment development (B1-B8), 

District Centre including shops, services, community and 

health uses (A1-A5, D1 & D2), Local Centre (A1-A5), 

Temporary Primary School, Two Permanent Primary 

Schools, open space, play areas, recreation facilities and 

landscaping, strategic access improvements including 

new access points from Cambridge Road & A428, 

associated ground works and infrastructure. All matters 

reserved with the exception of means of access; and 

2)  Application for full planning permission for the 

construction of new roads, hard & soft landscaping, 

creation of SUDS and all associated infrastructure and 

engineering works including creation of haul routes.- 

Wintringham Park Cambridge Road St Neots 
 

St Neots Town Council has advised that they object on the following matters (copy 
attached); 

- The parking policy is not consistent with St Neots Neighbourhood Plan. 
- Serious concerns with the pedestrian access along the Potton Road. 

 
Officer response: Officers consider that the objection on parking policy grounds is 
addressed within section 7.230 of the Officers report. 
 
Officers also consider that the objections raised to the Potton Road access have 
been fully addressed within the Officers report and subsequent update issued 16

th
 

March 2018. 
 

Abbotsley Parish Council objects to the scheme on the following grounds; 
 
“The present road infrastructure is inadequate to support further development to the 
east of St Neots until the A428 Black Cat to Caxton Gibbet improvements have 
been committed to being undertaken that include the orange route with a new 
junction at Cambridge Road to service the transport requirements for the new 
development. Without such improvements the village will continue to be used as a 
‘rat run’ to an even greater extent bringing additional traffic through the village which 
has increased in amount, volume and speed.” 
 
Officer response: Officers consider that this matter is satisfactorily addressed at 
section 7.38 to 7.58 of the Officer’s report. 
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Sport England has provided the following comments; 
 
“Sport England’s Sports Facilities Calculator calculated that demand would equate 
to 1.87 sports courts, so ideally the new facility would be a two court hall  (18m x 
17m) to address this demand, though I understand we are not yet in a position to 
assess any full design specification. However, Sport England would support the 
principle of the provision of indoor sports hall space within the community building to 
help meet demand for sport generated by this scheme. We still have concerns 
regarding additional demand for swimming and its  impact on existing pools within 
the locality. 
We note that HDC do not support the provision of any new artificial grass  pitches 
(AGP) due to other projects being developed in the local area. 
 
We would still object to the application with regard to outdoor provision and our 
concerns regarding the impact of this proposal (and other housing schemes in the 
locality) on existing swimming pools in the catchment area, but we support the 
commitment to providing space for indoor sport, subject to further  consideration 
regarding details, design/layout and specification.” 
 
Officer response: Officers consider that the matter of overall outdoor sports 
provision has been addressed within section 7.167 to 7.173 of the Officer’s report. 
Officers acknowledge that the exact specification for the Community building (in 
respect of providing indoor sports) would come forward as part of a reserved 
matters application and would be considered at this time. In respect of concerns 
over swimming pool provision, the Huntingdonshire Sports and Leisure Facilities 
Strategy 2016-21 (para 4.3.2) whilst acknowledging Sport England’s position 
regarding swimming pool supply, concludes that the current level of provision is 
adequate and will continue to meet need if the current level of facilities are 
maintained to a good standard.  
 
As such it is considered that whilst Sport England’s objections are noted, in general, 
the proposed provision of outdoor and indoor sports is satisfactory.  
 

CONCLUSION 
In consideration of the above, Officers conclude that the recommendation remains 
as per that proposed on the update letter of 16

th
 March 2018 as follows; 

 

RECOMMENDATION - APPROVE 
 
1. Subject to the Local Highways Authority maintaining that they have no 

objection to the proposed scheme following consideration of any further 
representations raised  by 30th March 2018 on the layout and design of the 
Potton Road  Access plan (ref: 414/2003/106 revision D), the Committee  
delegates authority to finalise the planning conditions, terms of the S.106 
agreement and review mechanism(s) to the Head of Development in 
consultation with the Executive Member with responsibility for Planning, the 
Chairman of the Development Management Committee and the Chairman of 
the S.106 Advisory Group; and 

 
2. Following the completion of the S.106, application 17/02308/OUT be 
 approved subject to conditions; 
 
Or  
 
1. Application 17/02308/OUT be refused in the event that the applicant is 

unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms, and is also unwilling to agree to an extension 
of time for the determination of the application. 
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5(a)  Outline application for 10 x 2 storey dwellings with 

all matters reserved except access - Shotbolt 

Engineers, Newtown Road, Ramsey 
 
1. Amend the recommendation at Paragraph 8. To say ‘RECOMMENDATION 
– APPROVAL subject to Section 106 Agreement and the following conditions’ 
 
2. Two late neighbour representations received, removing previous objections. 
The representations state the following… 
 

 Original representations from the residents of Millfields were 
concerned with the footpath access from Millfields. This matter is resolved and does 
not form part of the revised application. The proposal and access from Newtown 
Road seem to be very suitable and the recommendation for approval is endorsed. 

 Revised application clarifies visibility splays and land ownership of a 
strip of land onto Newtown Road and therefore removes this objection. 

 Layout of houses have not been clarified and second objection 
relating to impact upon property on Newtown Road remains. – Officer response – 
The application is outline with all matters reserved except for access. Layout will be 
dealt with at full planning stage. 

 

5 (b) Renewal of planning permission 12/01680/FUL and 

16/01848/S73. Demolition of garages on site and 

erection of 6 dwellings with associated parking spaces, 

landscaping etc. - Rear Of 2 To 32 Church Walk Farcet 
 
Amendment to Paragraph 8 of the Officer Development Management Committee 
Report, to now include: Recommendation – Approval, subject to Section 106 
agreement and the following conditions 

 

5 (d) Demolition of existing bungalow and replacement with a 

contemporary two storey house  - Churchside, Holywell 

Front, Holywell, St Ives, PE27 4TG 
 

 Members should be aware that the applicants have submitted an appeal for 
the original scheme at Churchside, Holywell Front, Holywell (Planning Reference 
17/00867/FUL). 
 
 

 Holywell-cum-Needingworth Parish Council have made a representation 
dated 8

th
 March 2018 following a letter received from the applicant dated 21

st
 

February 2018. The Parish’s letter outlines that at their meeting on the 7
th
 February 

2018, it was unanimously resolved the revised application did not overcome the 
previous concerns, and the Parish’s representations were made on the same 
grounds as application 17/00867/FUL. The objection submitted to the Council was 
on the above basis and reaffirmed by the Parish Council meeting on the 8

th
 March 

2018. 
 
The Parish Council believe comments in the applicant’s letter about bias are 
demonstrably untrue and particularly offensive and request an apology to the Parish 
Council and Mr and Mrs Peart. 
 
A full copy of the letter [attached.] 
 

 A letter was received on the 13
th
 March from Mr Peilow OBE, Treasurer of 

Holywell-cum-Needingworth Parish Council. The letter summarised below states 
that at the previous Development Management Committee meeting in October 
2017, it was requested the Parochial Church Council should be treated as a 
statutory body. A representative addressed the meeting on 16

th
 October 2017 
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outlining the objections from the group separate from the Parish Council and other 
objectors. 
On this occasion the PCC would not be treated separately, the last meeting was a 
one off. This is contested as there is no indication of any change in opinion or policy 
since, and the fact the PCC not being allowed to offer a statement gives the 
impression the PCC is less concerned with the current application, which is 
emphatically not true. 
 
It is requested either the PCC should be allowed to speak at the DMC as a statutory 
body or the Committee members should be advised the PCC sought to speak like 
last year but was then denied. 
 
A full copy of the letter [attached]. 
 

 On the 11
th
 March an email was sent to Andrew Cundy, the report author 

querying sections of the Officer report. In particular, sections 5.1, 7.24, 7.32, 7.33, 
7.39 and 7.41. Mr Peart noted that this was a request of clarification rather than a 
comment on the application so did not wish for the email to be published. 
 
The email was then responded to by Jacob Jaarsma (Planning Service Manager) on 
the 15

th
 March 2018 explaining the raised points. The points raised in the response 

are summarised below: 
Paragraph 5.1 

The officer made this clear in the ‘officer response’ that the ‘applicant and architect 
advise…’  In the context of this scheme we feel that it is relevant for the Committee 
to know that the applicant and architect attended the PC meeting.  Committee 
Members frequently want to understand from applicants/architects what level of 
community engagement/consultation they have done from their side, so the officer 
response is informative and makes clear that it was the applicant and architect who 
advised that its not a proper refection etc.  The applicant and architect will no doubt 
be there on the night next Monday and can explain/elaborate on this if prompted. 

Paragraph 7.24 
There is no intent to mislead.  Planning is not an exact science and the statement is 
an officers opinion.  Officers are entitled to an opinion. It is the officers view that the 
overall scale and massing is broadly similar to the existing bungalow. This 
statement is based on a careful assessment of the existing and latest proposed built 
envelopes laid over one another, and the fact the latest proposal will be pushed 
deeper into the site (compared to previous refusal and current bungalow). Of 
course, Members of the committee (or indeed members of the public) are entitled to 
their own opinion. 

Paragraph 7.32 
Officers stand by their position that “contemporary designs are found in numerous 
locations within the conservation area, and this is a bespoke design 
specifically tailored to meet the constraints and opportunities of this site..." Fully 
agree, it is the officers opinion that their design has been tailored to meet the 
constraints and opportunities – it is quite possible that Members and the public can 
have a  different view. 

Paragraphs 7.33 and 7.39 
The main body of the report (section 7 – Assessment) gives a very detailed analysis 
of why officers consider that the latest proposal is acceptable. In addition, the officer 
gave a very clear and unambiguous position on the local feeling in section 6 where 
it is made clear that 37 (out of 38 letters received) object to the application. 

Paragraph 7.41 
Officers accept that this paragraph may have been phrased differently. For clarity, it 
is officers view that the overall scale and massing is broadly similar to the existing 
bungalow. Officers will update Members in a late representation document with the 
accurate position. 
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LETTER SENT OUT ON FRIDAY 16

th
 MARCH TO MEMBERS  

 

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 19
th

 MARCH 2018 
 

To:  All Development Management Committee Members 
  
Dear Councillors, 

  

Application Update 

 

Item 4(a) – 17/02308/OUT 

 

Hybrid planning application comprising: 

1) Application for outline planning permission for development of a mixed 

use urban extension to include; residential development of up to 2,800 

dwellings (C3), up to 63,500 sqm of employment development (B1-B8), 

District Centre including shops, services, community and health uses (A1-

A5, D1 & D2), Local Centre (A1-A5), Temporary Primary School, Two 

Permanent Primary Schools, open space, play areas, recreation facilities and 

landscaping, strategic access improvements including new access points 

from Cambridge Road & A428, associated ground works and infrastructure. 

All matters reserved with the exception of means of access; and 

2) Application for full planning permission for the construction of new roads, 

hard & soft landscaping, creation of SUDS and all associated infrastructure 

and engineering works including creation of haul routes.  - Wintringham 

Park Cambridge Road St Neots - Applicant: Wintringham Partners LLP 
 
Further to the publication of the Officers report the following matters have been 
raised and/or require clarification; 
 

1. Planning History 
1.1 The Officers report contains a slight formatting error within the planning 
history  section in that paragraph numbers are adjacent to the resolution of the 
previous  planning application e.g. adjacent to paragraph 4.4 states  ‘pending 
consideration’  whereas this is in relation to the previous application at paragraph 
4.3. This also  applies to paragraphs 4.5 and 4.6.  

 

 

2 Biodiversity 
2.1 The Wildlife Trust confirms that they have reviewed the amended 

Biodiversity Offsetting Matrix Technical Note submitted by the applicant 
(Mar 2018) and the updated detailed calculations used to produce it and 
are satisfied that they demonstrate that the development proposals can 
deliver a net gain in biodiversity. 

 
2.2 The Wildlife Trust confirms they have nothing further to add to their 
previous  comments and recommendations as detailed in sections 5.37 and 
 7.113 of the  Officers report. 
 
 

3 Transport & Highways 
3.1 Mitigation works for transport and highways has been agreed between the 

applicant, the LPA and LHA and Highways England. However, the 
mechanisms for the implementation of those measures between financial 
contributions and direct delivery require further consideration by parties as 
part of S106 negotiations and conditions drafting. As such an amended 
table detailing the mitigation proposed to be secured via the S106 and/or 
planning condition is provided below and supersedes that previously 
provided under paragraph 7.182 of the Officer’s report.  9



 

Bus service contributions  

Bus Stop Improvements 
(upgrade to existing on 
Cambridge Road) 

 

Real Time Information Provision 3 x facilities  @£27k to be 
brought forward one within each 
phase  

On site Bus Stops Based on 10 X £15k for 
provision and 7K commuted 
sums for maintenance 

Right of Way Improvements 
(Northern underpass) Sealed Air 
site 

 

Safety works to Huntingdon 
R/Priory Hill Rd/Mill Lane 
junction 

 

Right of Way Improvements 
Southern Underpass 

 

Potton Road Signals - 
monitoring only 

 

Potton Road Signals - 
Implementation (if required) 

 

Joint Highway mitigation with 

LFP2 development 

 

A428 Barford Rd improvements  

A428 Cambridge Rd 
improvements 

 

Station Rd/Cambridge Rd/ 
Cromwell Rd improvements & 
monitoring 

 

Huntingdon Rd/priory Hill/Mill 
lane initial improvements & 
monitoring 

 

 
3.2 The above was conveyed to the s106 Advisory Panel on 12

th
 March 2018 

 and  formed part of their consideration. 

 
 Potton Road 
 
3.3 1 further resident comment has been received by a previous contributor in 
 respect of concerns over the amended Potton Road access plan received 
 2

nd
  March 2018 (414/2003/106 revision C) as follows; 

 
 Considers safety and traffic issues have not been considered fully by either 
the  applicant or the Highways Authority. 
 - The access, if required at all, should be a gated point of entry for 
 emergency  vehicles only.  
 - Given the scale of development, the volume of mixed heavy good and 
 private  vehicle movement proposed by this speculative scheme and 
route any public access  off Potton Rd would be unsafe.   
 - Safety issues arise given the very limited visibility for traffic traveling east 
 rising over the railway bridge, especially given the close proximity to the 
 bridge to  the planned access point. 
 - Safety issues arise with traffic conflict caused by west bound traffic 
crossing east  bound traffic to enter the proposed development. 
 - Safety issues arise with inadequate scope for an appropriate length of 
central  reserve for vehicles (HGV and Private) turn into the proposed 
scheme. 
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 - Safety issues arise from the current volume of traffic using Potton Road, 
 especially at peak times. 
 - Safety issues arise from the increase in the volume of traffic, including 
 HGV’s that  will use the Potton Road through Abbotsley and other 
neighbouring areas if the  scheme goes ahead and this access is permitted for 
anything other than emergency  vehicles. 
 - There is a history of traffic accidents on the Potton Road which 
surprisingly has  not  been raised by the Highway Authority. 
 
3.4 Following discussion with the LHA and following a speed survey, the 

applicant has submitted a further revised access plan for the Potton Road 
access (414/2003/106 revision D) which relocates the access c.10m south 
west of the original location or an additional c.3m from the previous revision 
(414/2003/106 revision C). The amended plan is currently undergoing a 14-
day re-consultation with residents and statutory bodies until 29

th
 March 

2018. 
 

3.5 The LHA however has already responded to the revised detail and raise no 
 objection to the amended access details advising as follows; 

 
“Following discussions with the developer and following the speed survey 
submitted I am happy to accept the positioning of the junction at Potton 
Road as it represents the required splay in accordance with the measured 
speed of traffic at this location, together with the other works associated 
with any 278 highway works yet to be submitted in detail speeds may be 
further reduced. This is of course without any pedestrian linkage to St 
Neots via the Potton Road access, in so far as the transport assessment 
team indicate that there are alternative accepted links located elsewhere.” 

 
3.6 Officers conclude therefore that the principle of access is accepted by the 

 LHA and that safe and effective access can be achieved that would not 
 compromise the highway network. 

 
3.7 It is noted that the Potton Road access is unlikely to come forward for a 

number of years given the proposed phased delivery of the site. As such it 
is recommended that the timing of the delivery of the access could be 
reasonably secured via planning condition. 

 
 
 Cambridge Road 
3.8 Further to the Officer’s report, the LHA has confirmed the following; 

 
“With regards to the Cambridge Road alterations and improvement these 
have gone through the stage 2 audit process (in detail) and have been 
accepted. I can therefore confirm that the highway authority is satisfied 
that that proposed is suitable for its intended purpose.” 

 
3.9 Officers conclude therefore that the safe and effective access can be 
achieved  that  would not compromise the highway network. 
 
3.10 Securing the timing of delivery, final design detail and the control of 
temporary  construction facilities can be reasonably secured via planning 
condition. 
  
 

4 Primary School Education 
4.1 The S106 report to Members refers to the provision of a temporary primary 

school which will meet the needs of the existing community, and the first 
few children from Wintringham Park and Loves Farm.  CCC will be funding 
the temporary and propose the temporary arrangement is accommodated 
within the existing school, namely the Round House School at Loves Farm. 11



 
4.2 Whilst there is a strong likelihood that this will be achieved, this application 
 needs to ensure that this scheme can mitigate the needs of Wintringham 
 Park in the  event that the temporary school cannot be achieved at the 
 Round House School. For  that reason the description of the application 
continues to refer to the temporary  school. There is sufficient land within 
Wintringham Park and the exact location and  specification of this provision 
 would be secured via planning condition and S106 in  conjunction with 
the County Council as the Local Education Authority should this be  required.  
 
4.3 In conclusion therefore, further to the previous report, the S106 agreement 
is also  proposed to include the provision of land to accommodate a temporary 
school with  location and specification to be agreed with  Cambridgeshire County 
Council.  
 
5.4 The above was conveyed to the s106 Advisory Panel on 12th March 2018 
and  formed part of their consideration. 
 
 

5 Noise 
5.1 Section 7.118 of the Officers report refers to noise and pollution. Chapter 6 
of the  Environmental Statement submitted with the application focusses on 
impacts  from noise and vibration and has been considered by the 
 Council’s Environmental  Protection team. It is considered that the ES 
satisfactorily addresses impacts from  noise and vibration. The Council’s 
Environmental Protection team have advised that  a noise mitigation scheme 
should be submitted to the LPA for approval for each  Reserved matters 
before construction is commenced. 
 
5.2 The Council would expect to see justified acoustic barrier designs and 
locations,  together with acoustic glazing specification for residential 
 dwellings. The aim should  be to achieve a sound limit of 50dB 
LAeq(16h) at residential gardens during the  daytime. Community halls should be 
fitted with acoustic insulation in order to  prevent the escape of sound from the 
building during events with live or amplified  music/voice for example. 
 
5.3 When designing any Multi Use Games Areas, consideration is required as 
to how the  noise from the ground, fence and users might affect the local 
residents. The sound  source will include ball to ground impact, ball to perimeter 
fence impact and following  vibration, and shouting from people  playing and 
spectating. 
 
5.4 It is reasonable to secure future noise mitigation schemes within future 
reserved  matters applications as required via planning condition. 
 
  

6 Affordable Housing 
6.1 The applicant’s proposal of 25% affordable housing in the first phase of 
500 units  was made following discussions with officers and on the basis of 
assumptions  about the review mechanism(s) that would be required.  Following 
officers’ further  discussions with the Council’s viability consultants, Deloitte 
Real Estate, and in order  to balance a) the importance  of meeting the urgent 
need for affordable housing  through provision in the first phase; and b) 
maximising the total number of affordable  units that would be provided across 
the whole site, it is recommended that the  delegation to be given to the Head of 
Development in consultation with the  Executive Member with responsibility 
for Planning, the Chairman of the  Development Management Committee and 
the Chairman of the S.106 Advisory  Group extends to agreeing the final 
percentage of affordable housing to be provided  in the first phase as well as the 
details of the review mechanism(s). This will allow  further discussion on both of 
these matters  to secure the best overall provision for  the District.    12



 

 

7 RECOMMENDATION - APPROVE 

 

1. Subject to the Local Highways Authority maintaining that they have 

no  objection to the proposed scheme following consideration of any 

further  representations raised  by  30th March 2018 on the layout and 

design of the  Potton Road  Access plan (ref: 414/2003/106 revision D), 

the  Committee   delegates authority to finalise the planning conditions, 

terms of the  S.106  agreement and review mechanism(s) to the Head of 

Development in  consultation with the Executive Member with 

responsibility for Planning, the  Chairman of  the Development 

Management Committee and the Chairman of  the S.106 Advisory Group; 

and 

 

2. Following the completion of the S.106, application 17/02308/OUT be 

 approved  subject to conditions; 

 

Or  

 

1. Application 17/02308/OUT be refused in the event that the applicant is 

 unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make the 

 development  acceptable in planning terms, and is also unwilling to 

 agree to an extension of  time for the determination of the 

application. 
  

 
Item 5(c) – 17/00254/FUL 

Partial demolition of the Old Pavilion and provision of a new extension and 

the construction of a new single family house with associated access and 

soft and hard landscaping - The Old Pavilion Common Lane Hemingford 

Abbots  PE28 9AN 

 
Further legal advice received on this matter makes clear that there is no legal 
impediment to the District Council delegating authority to the County Council under 
s.101 of the Local Government Act, but that it cannot be seen as necessary.  The 
advice refers to clear authority in R v Berkshire CC ex p Wokingham [1997] to the 
effect that the County Council can determine the whole application without the 
need for such an agreement.  In these circumstances it is recommended that: 
  

1. delegated authority is not specifically given by the District Council 

to the County Council (under s.101 of the Local Government Act) and 

that the County Council determines any such application having paid 

regard to any representations of the District Council as part of the 

statutory consultation process.   

 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 

Andy Moffat 

Head of Development 
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St Neots Town Council
Planning Committee

PLAN 
NO.

RECEIVED REFERENCE DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION LOCATION APPLICANT RESPONSE DUE PROPOSER/2ND SNTC DECISION NOTES

1 26/02/2018 18/00376/HHFUL Proposed extension to the front 3 Ford Close Eaton Ford St 
Neots PE19 7DY 

Mrs Forrest 16/03/2018 Cllr Usher
Cllr Maslen

Approved Minimum impact on neighbours.
Improves the property.

2 26/02/2018 18/00319/FUL Demolition of existing garage replaced with detached dwelling and new garage 
Land at 23 Avenue Road, St 

Neots Mrs G Bray 16/03/2018
Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford Approved

In keeping with locality.
Minimum impact on neighbours.
Fits in with local street scene.

3 26/02/2018 18/00132/FUL Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of new modern dwelling 41A Kings Road, St Neots,          
PE19 1LD

Mr Chapman 16/03/2018 Cllr Dunford
Cllr Wainwright

Rejected
Design, appearance and materials.
Local, strategic, reginal and national planning policies.

4 26/02/2018 18/00300/FUL Erection of single story building to accommodate 2 no. classrooms and ancillary services 
The Round House Primary 

School, School Drive, St Neots, 
PE19 6AW

  Mrs Tracy Bryden (The 
Roundhouse Primary 

Academy)
16/03/2018 Cllr Wells

Cllr Dunford
Approved Within a sustainable location.

5 26/02/2018 17/02661/HHFUL Two storey rear extension and juliet balcony added to the existing master bedroom 8 Saviles Close, Eaton Ford, st 
Neots, PE19 7GD

  Mr Byatt
09/03/18 
(extension 

needed)

Cllr Dunford
Cllr Wainwright

Approved Improves the property.
Makes efficient use of its site.

6 28/02/2018 18/00371/HHFUL Single Storey Rear Extension
31 Honeydon Avenue Eaton 

Socon St Neots PE19 8PJ Mr Hayes 21/03/2018
Cllr Usher

Cllr Maslen Approved

Improves the property.
Fits in with local street scene.
Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site

7 02/03/2018 18/00372/REM

Approval of reserved matters pursuant to outline planning permission 9002015OUT including details of access, appearance, 
scale, layout and landscaping relating to the construction of access roads and footpaths, including 2No. accesses from The 
Great North Road, structural landscaping and ancillary foul pumping station compound, associated hardstanding and 
surface water drainage details/ storage basin. 

  Part Of Land At Riversfield 
Great North Road Little Paxton 

  Mr D H Barford And Mr S 
Hutchinson (Joint Trustees) 23/03/2018

The committee have the following concerns for planning applications:
18/00384/REM
18/00372/REM
18/00386/REM
18/00388/REM

1) traffic generation for industrial use into St Neots to use the facilities.
2) additional traffic using the access to the A1 southbound which in their opinion is already unsafe for 
road users.
3) no information provided of plans for the development of the remaining plots on the site.
Therefore the committee reserve judgement on the overall planning applications however the principle 
of industrial land to be used for business and employment in the area is welcomed.

8 02/03/2018 18/00386/REM
Approval of Phase 1 reserved matters pursuant to outline planning permission 9002015OUT including details of access, 
appearance, scale, layout and landscaping relating to the erection of Plot 4A light industrial/research and development 
building (Use Class B1) and ancillary car/cycle parking and hardstanding.

  Part Of Land At Riversfield 
Great North Road Little Paxton

  Mr D H Barford And Mr S 
Hutchinson (Joint Trustees)

23/03/2018

9 02/03/2018 18/00388/REM
Approval of Phase 1 reserved matters pursuant to outline planning permission 9002015OUT including details of access, 
appearance, scale, layout and landscaping relating to the erection of 7No. light industrial/research and development units 
(Use Class B1) and ancillary car/cycle parking and hardstanding on Plot 7. 

  Part Of Land At Riversfield 
Great North Road Little Paxton 

  Mr D H Barford And Mr S 
Hutchinson (Joint Trustees) 23/03/2018

10 02/03/2018 18/00384/REM
Approval of Phase 1 reserved matters pursuant to outline planning permission 9002015OUT including details of access, 
appearance, scale, layout and landscaping relating to Plot 1A, erection of office building (Use Class B1) and ancillary 
car/cycle parking and hardstanding. 

Part Of Land At Riversfield 
Great North Road Little Paxton 

Mr D H Barford And Mr S 
Hutchinson (Joint Trustees) 23/03/2018

11 02/03/2018 17/02308/OUT Hybrid planning application comprising: Wintringham Park Cambridge 
Road St Neots

David Lock Associates (FAO 
Mr A Fisher)

16/03/2018 Cllr Wells
Cllr Wainwright

Rejected The parking policy is not consistent with St Neots Neighbourhood Plan.
Serious concerns with the pedestrian access along the Potton Road.

1) Application for outline planning permission for development of a mixed use urban extension to include; residential 
development of up to 2,800 dwellings (C3), up to 63,500 sqm of employment development (B1-B8), District Centre including 
shops, services, community and health uses (A1-A5, D1 & D2), Local Centre (A1-A5), Temporary Primary School, Two 
Permanent Primary Schools, open space, play areas, recreation facilities and landscaping, strategic access improvements 
including new access points from Cambridge Road & A428, associated ground works and infrastructure. All matters 
reserved with the exception of means of access; and

2) Application for full planning permission for the construction of new roads, hard & soft landscaping, creation of SUDS and 
all associated infrastructure and engineering works including creation of haul routes.

Amended Plans received 1st and 2nd March 2018:
Key Phases 1 Design Code - revision 3: Amendment to;
*Page 73- Footpath treatments across bell mouths on secondary streets
*Page 127 - Min. landscaped space to front of dwellings
*Page128 - P7 Rear Parking Courts: Max. number of parking spaces
Potton Lane Access Plan 41481/2003/106 Rev C

12 02/03/2018 18/00087/FUL (AMENDED PLANS: Revised front garden/parking layout) Erection of Bungalow & Associated Works Land Between 1 And 2 Castle 
Hill Close Eaton Socon

Mr R Francis 16/03/2018 Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved Minimum impact on neighbours

………………………………………………………………..

                 Schedule of Plans - 15th March 2018
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St Neots Town Council
Planning Committee

Chairman
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