
Dear Councillor, 
 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 17 
SEPTEMBER 2018 

 
I am now able to enclose for consideration at the above meeting the following 
reports that were unavailable when the agenda was printed. 
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE   –    17th September 2018 
LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY 

 
Agenda            
Item No.   Address & Description 

 
3(a)  Construction of a new crematorium with associated car 

parking, memorial gardens, access road, access and 
landscaping. - Land North Of Wyton Piggery Cottage, 
Sawtry Way, Wyton 

Following the publication of the September 2018 DMC Addendum Report for this 
item, the following issues were raised by either third parties or statutory 
consultees, and the following further responses have been received by statutory 
bodies or third parties. 
 
Confirmation of Cambridgeshire County Council Highways (CCC Highways) 
position on the survey information submitted by the Applicant following the 
DMC deferral on 16 July 2018: 
 
The Applicant submitted neutral October/Nov 2016 survey data as part of the 
planning application and at pre-application stage (Neutral meaning no road 
works/road resurfacing works took place at that time).   CCC has no basis to reject 
any data previously submitted.   
 
Latest survey information backs up CCC Highways initial position which is no 
objection subject to conditions 
 
Planning Portal/Public access issues over weekend 15/15 September 2018 
 
The Planning service received a total of 24 public comments on various planning 
applications via Public Access over the weekend of 15/16 September 2018 – this 
includes 18 additional representations on this application (18/00700/FUL). 
 
The Councils IT Department has a site monitoring tool which reported no 
downtime over the weekend (of 15/16 September). In addition, the IT Application 
Support Team Leader periodically checked the site and encountered no issues.  
The Council’s IT Department confirmed that the Public Access system was 
available and working over the weekend. 
 
That is not to diminish any individual’s frustration if they encountered issues when 
trying to access the service. It could well be that an individual (or number of 
individuals) had issues with usernames/passwords, acceptance of GDPR 
compliance statements, attempted access during the advertised back-up 
downtime (10pm -1am) or had issues specific to their individual device or internet 
connection. 
 
Some objectors questioned the accuracy of Public Access indicating there 
are two letters in support of this application: 
 
The LPA has no control over how contributories (to the planning system) 
summarise their stance on a particular planning application.  The LPA case officer 
still has to consider all the comments made by third parties.  All the comments by 
third parties were considered and referred to in section 6 of the July DMC report, 
in section 4 of the September Addendum report, and in this late reps document 
(see below). 
 
At 13:43pm (Monday 17/09/2018) a total of 18 additional Public Comments 
(from 15 different addresses) were received since the publication of the 
September 2018 DMC Addendum report, including a letter on behalf of the 
Member of Parliament for the area, Shailesh Vara MP 
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A number of further objections were received since the publication of the 
September DMC Addendum report, the issues raised can be summarised as 
follows: 
 
 

• A strong majority of local opinion is in opposition. Applicant’s local 
consultation was poor the first time planning was submitted and non-
existent for this re-submission. 

• The facility does not meet all requirements  
• Makes no provision for public transport users or walking facilities to gain 

access 
• The adjacent villages will gain nothing and lose much in terms of adverse 

traffic load and increased danger to cyclists and walkers 
• It is contrary to development plan policy EN17 and seriously at odds with 

LP11, LP10 and LP20 of the new local plan to 2036.  
• The site is on green field land and the irreversible loss of productive 

farmland in a country that supplies only 61% of its own food requires 
careful consideration. 

• There is ambiguity regarding opening hours and times for services that 
needs clarification. 

• It will adversely affect an established caravan park business in Kings 
Ripton that overlooks the site.  

• Its location between a dog-breeding facility and land that contains an 
airstrip (dogs bark and planes are noisy) is inappropriate and scarcely the 
peaceful haven portrayed in the application. 
 

Officer Comment: The above issues have already been addressed in either the 
July DMC Report, or the Sept Addendum Report, or both. 
 
 

• Flying club flying from Wyton 7 days a week, flying low to land and take off 
in the area over the Crematorium. On take off the engine will be at 
maximum causing a noise disturbance to mourners. Aerobatics are also 
practised over the area. 

 
Officer Comment: Planning Enforcement carried out a site visit during w/c 10 Sept 
2018. Can confirm that the use of the edge of the field as a landing strip for not 
more than 28 days in any calendar year is permitted development under Part 4, 
Class B.  Officers suggest that in case LPA receive complaints in the future, a 
record is kept of the days on which it is used (date, time of landing or take off, 
aircraft registration, pilot’s name) with a view to making the record available for 
inspection by the LPA if necessary.  This should enable the LPA to deal quickly 
with any complaint. 
 
The edge of the field is close to public footpath 139/2.  The complainant has raised 
concern about the safety of users of the public footpath.  Enforcement Officers 
have discussed this aspect with an Asset Information Definitive Map Officer at 
Cambridgeshire County Council.  It was his view that this use of the land is not in 
breach of public rights of way legislation.  As with any land use one has a duty of 
care.  Officers agreed it is probably for the landowner and the pilot to satisfy 
themselves that they are using the land and flying safely and complying with any 
other relevant regulations or insurance requirements. 
 
The enforcement complaint is related to the application for a crematorium which 
will be discussed at the Council’s Planning Committee tonight.   The issue for 
Members to consider, having regard to this officer comment, is the extent to which 
the presence of an airstrip affects the tranquillity of the location for the 
crematorium. 
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• Issues around the height of the Crematorium Chimney 
 
Hunting Town Council send in a further objection raising an issue around the 
height of the Crematorium Chimney.  The Town Council have requested a revised 
drawing showing the correct stack height to allow a factual Environmental Health 
Assessment can be completed and the Air Quality Assessment submitted.  
 
In response, the Applicant provided further technical information and carried out a 
further stack height calculation which continues to show a stack height of 7 
metres. The Applicant explained that the stack height calculation incorporates a 
variety of elements.  The Applicant also explained that the operator (Dignity) use 
the manufacturer of the cremator equipment to carry out the calculation because 
of their expertise in assessing the various components of the calculation. The 
Applicant also explained that the emissions are subject to obtaining an 
Environmental Permit from the Council which is renewed annually, and that 
renewal requires the submission of information regarding the performance of the 
equipment. 
 
The Council’s Environmental Health Team, in response, explained that the 
resubmitted Dignity D1 calculation includes NOx and indicates a stack height of 
7m.   
 
The issues around the stack height and technical discharge information are 
matters of detail and officers would advise to include a further condition to require 
the abatement (which will need to meet that specified within the calculation) as 
part of a planning approval.   
 
Officer Recommendation  
 
Remains unchanged subject to an additional condition asking for full details of 
abatement calculations to be submitted for approval prior to commencement of 
development. 
 
4(a)   Development of up to 199 dwellings and 6,970 sq. 

metres (75,000 sq. ft) of class B1 business premises 
with open space, new accesses from The Great North 
Road, roads and associated infrastructure - Part Of 
Land At Riversfield, Great North Road, Little Paxton 

5. CONSULTATIONS (Update) 
 Update to paragraphs 5.3, 5.9 and 7.79 of the Committee Report. 

 The County Council Transportation Team has no objection to the development 
subject to the following: 

• Transport assessment (TA) should align fully with the 
assumptions/conclusions that were ultimately agreed as part of the 2017 
TA/technical note and at present, there appears to be some minor 
discrepancies in the tables in the TA for the new application.  

• Prior to first occupation of the development, a 2 metre wide footway shall 
be construction from the sites access on Great North Road, running north 
along Great North Road to join the existing footway.  Details are to be 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.  

• Prior to first occupation of development, the developer shall be responsible 
for the provision and implementation of a Residential Travel Plan to be 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.  Such Travel Plan shall 
include the provision of a Travel Plan Co-ordinator to give advice.  The plan 
is to be monitored annually, with all measures reviewed to ensure targets 
are met. 

• Prior to occupation of the proposed development, the Developer shall be 
responsible for the provision and implementation of a Residential Travel 
Information Pack for sustainable transport, approved by Cambridgeshire 
County Council, to include six one day travel vouchers for use with the 

5



relevant local public transport operator. Such Pack to be provided to the 
first occupiers of each new residential unit on the development site. 

 Officer response:.  It is recommended that the new footway, travel plan and travel 
pack are be secured by condition as per section 8 of the report.  

Update to paragraph 5.5 of the Committee Report: 
Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue Service recommend the imposition of a condition 
to secure fire hydrants.  The same condition as recommended for the previous 
application for the same development. 
Officer response: it is recommended that fire hydrants be secured by condition as 
per section 8 of the report. 
6. REPRESENTATIONS (Update) 
 The applicant’s agent has raised the following issues with the Committee Report: 
  Paragraph 7.12 of the Committee Report: 
 
The applicant’s agent questions whether the final sentence of para. 7.12 of the 
Committee Report is intended to indicate that due to the inconsistencies between 
CS3 and the NPPF, that the LPA have not therefore attributed full weight to the 
perceived conflict between CS3 and the proposal? Officer response: it is clarified 
that due to the inconsistencies between CS3 and the NPPF the LPA have not 
therefore attributed full weight to the conflict between CS3 and the proposal.  
Paragraph 7.172 of the DMC report provides additional clarity by concluding that 
the degree of conflict between the proposal and CS3 does not carry a significant 
amount of weight in the planning balance. 

Paragraph 7.16 of the Committee Report: 
The applicant’s agent makes the point that the Council’s 2016 and 2017 Housing 
and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) is a material consideration 
with the weight attributed to it, being a matter for the decision maker.  Officer 
response: the HELAA is a material consideration that is afforded little weight in 
decision making as it is not a policy document. 

Paragraph 7.30 of the Committee Report: 
The applicant’s agent has questioned, given the aforementioned conflict with 
Policy CS3 in paragraph 7.12 of the DMC report, the extent of the conflict with the 
settlement hierarchy given that the proposal is in accordance with the emerging 
plan and is highly sustainable.  Officer response: the extent of conflict with Policy 
CS3 is not given significant weight in the planning balance and 7.168 of the DMC 
report advises that ”the application development would not conflict with the wider 
objective in policy CS3 of protecting the character of smaller villages and the 
countryside”.   

Paragraph 7.103 of the Committee Report: 
The applicant’s agent has read para. 7.103 of the DMC report and has clarified 
that tree survey was been submitted with the application and all trees on site will 
be subject to protection other than T16, T17 and T18 which are in a poor state 
overall and in decline. They do not form part of those trees protected by the TPO 
and will be dealt with as part of future landscaping matters and a condition is 
suggested to deal with the implementation of the protection measures during 
construction.  Officer response: a tree survey has been submitted and therefore a 
further tree survey is not necessary and does not need to be secured by condition 
and this necessitates an update to section 8 of the report to reference to securing 
a tree survey.  Tree protection and retention measures are recommended to be 
secured by condition. 
 
4(b)  Proposed residential and commercial development (up 

to 26 dwellings and 4 commercial units) - Land North Of 
10Station Road, Bluntisham  

 As detailed within paragraph 1.6 of the Committee Report, a period of re-
consultation was being undertaken at the time of publication of the Committee 
Report. The re-consultation related to an amendment to the application 
description, to reflect a reduction to the number of dwellings proposed; from 30 
dwellings to 26 dwellings. The number of commercial units proposed has not 
altered. Paragraph 1.6 of the Committee Report advises that an update would be 

6



provided to Members if any further representations were received prior to the 
Development Management Committee Meeting. 
 
It is advised that on 21 August 2018 a re-consultation notification was sent to all 
Consultees and Contributors to notify them of an amendment to the application 
description, to reduce the number of dwelling proposed, such to read “Proposed 
residential and commercial development (up to 26 dwellings and 4 commercial 
units”, reflecting the Amended Indicative Site Plan (submitted on 06.07.2018). The 
14 day period of re-consultation commenced on 21 August 2018, with a response 
deadline outlined as 04 September 2018.  
 
Following publication of the Committee Report, Bluntisham Parish Council has 
provided additional comments in relation to the proposals. Bluntisham Parish 
Council maintains their recommendation of refusal. The additional points raised by 
Bluntisham Parish Council and Officer Responses are set out below.   

1. The application has been referred to the Development Management 
Committee prior to Bluntisham Parish Council’s response to the 
updated proposed plan. Officer Response: In response to notification of 
the re-consultation regarding the amendment to the application description 
(such to reflect a reduction to the number of dwellings proposed from 30 to 
26 dwellings, as shown on the earlier submitted Indicative Site Layout 
Plan), Bluntisham Parish Council advised that their next Parish Council 
meeting was scheduled for 05th September 2018. An extension of time was 
agreed by the Case Officer and comments were received from Bluntisham 
Parish Council on 06th September 2018. Periods of re-consultation had 
previously been undertaken throughout the lifetime of the application, 
including on 17 July 2018, which sought views from all Consultees and 
Contributors regarding submission of a revised Indicative Site Layout Plan; 
demonstrating a reduction in the number of dwellings from 30 to 26. 
Bluntisham Parish Council provided comments in response to this re-
consultation on 06 August 2018; objecting to the application for the 
reasons set out within paragraph 5.2 of the Committee Report. The most 
recent period of re-consultation related solely to an amendment to the 
application description, such to reflect the number of dwellings shown on 
the Indicative Site Layout Plan. The Committee Report outlines that the 
period of re-consultation was underway. Accordingly, the Parish Council’s 
views are relayed to Councillors within this Late Reps update. 

2. The Committee Report refers to Bluntisham being designated as a 
Local Service Centre, however Bluntisham Parish Council has 
challenged the soundness of the emerging Local Plan to 2036 and the 
Inspector has instructed HDC to carry out further investigations. 
Attributing any weight to Policy LP9 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan 
to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission) would pre-empt the Inspector’s findings. Officer 
Response: As set out within the Committee Report, the Local Planning 
Authority considers that for the purposes of this application policies LP2, 
LP9, LP10 and draft Site Allocation BL2 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission), can be attributed moderate weight when taking account of 
paragraph 48 and footnote 22 of the NPPF (2018). Notwithstanding this, as 
set out within paragraph 7.118 of the Committee Report, The key 
reasoning for the officer recommendation is that the 'tilted balance' as set 
out in paragraph 14 of the NPPF (2012) and paragraph11 of the NPPF 
(2018) is engaged and tilts the planning balance in favour of the grant of 
consent, unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Councillors are therefore referred to 
the Planning Balance exercise undertaken within paragraphs 7.118-7.125 
of the Committee Report. 
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3. The Bluntisham Fryer, the Lounge Café and the Village Barbers are 
proposed for demolition under application reference 17/01785/FUL; 
however, these contribute to the level of service provision that justify 
the change in the designation of Bluntisham to a Local Service Centre 
from a Smaller Settlement.  Officer Response: Policy CS3 of the Core 
Strategy 2009 identifies Bluntisham as Smaller Settlement.  Policy LP 9 of 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as 
amended March 2018 for submission) identifies Bluntisham as a Local 
Service Centre. Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission) is currently 
being examined by an Independent Planning Inspector.  

4. The clearance of protected trees (Tree Preservation Order reference 
L/TPO/286) was reported to Huntingdonshire District Council’s 
Enforcement Team; however, no remedial action has taken place. The 
proposed site is within the area of the TPO yet clearance of this land 
and the destruction of trees has taken place, and at the instruction of 
the landowner and not under the instruction of any other statutory 
undertaker as listed in the TPO. These actions have artificially created 
a larger area of vacant greenfield land contrary to the Tree 
Preservation Order. Officer Response: It is acknowledged that the site 
has been cleared without the relevant consent being obtained. 

5. The removal of trees which were considered of enough quality to 
protect, followed by neglect and damage has created poor quality 
trees and environment; an improvement to which is set out to be a 
factor in support of the proposal. Officer Response: The Local Planning 
Authority can only consider the application in front of them. The application 
is supported by an Arboricultural Impact Assessment and a Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal. The impact on the existing trees is assessed within 
paragraphs 7.56-7.63 of the Committee Report and the impact on ecology 
is assessed within paragraphs 7.78-7.82 of the Committee Report. The 
application is supported by an AIA, Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and 
Ecological Response Letter. As set out within Section 8 of the Committee 
Report, it is recommended that the submission of a Landscape and 
Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan be secured by condition; 
requiring details of measures to compensate for the loss of trees to be 
provided. A comprehensive landscaping scheme could also be secured at 
Reserved Matter stage.     

6. The proposals do not accord with policy LP23 of Huntingdonshire's 
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 
2018 for submission) (which supports the provision of new Local 
Services or Community Facilities in certain locations) as outlined 
within the Committee Report, as the proposed commercial units 
would not be ‘new’ or ‘replacement’ but would be ‘as well as’ or 
‘instead’ of. The proposed floor space is not ‘limited’ as detailed 
within the Committee Report. Officer Response: The application seeks 
outline permission for “proposed residential and commercial development 
(up to 26 dwellings and 4 commercial units)”. As such, the scheme seeks 
permission for ‘new’ commercial units to host local services and facilities. 
Officers therefore consider that policy LP23 of Huntingdonshire's Local 
Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission) is relevant and is discussed in paragraphs 7.27-7.33 of the 
Committee Report. The floorspace proposed is considered ‘limited’ by 
Officers, as the floorspace proposed would fall notably below 600square 
metres; the locally set threshold above which proposals are required to be 
supported by a retail impact assessment.  

 
7. The application was not initially advertised as a Departure from the 

Development Plan. Officer Response: During the lifetime of the 
application the proposals were identified as being contrary to the 
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Development Plan currently in place for Huntingdonshire, and have been 
advertised as a Departure accordingly.   

8. The proposed development should be assessed against the policies 
for Small Settlements. Officer Response: As set out within paragraphs 
7.6-7.15 of the Committee Report, Bluntisham is identified as a 'Smaller 
Settlement' within Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy (2009) and a ‘Local 
Service Centre’ within Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission). The proposed 
development is assessed against the relevant policies and material 
considerations accordingly. As set out within paragraph 7.118 of the 
Committee Report, the 'tilted balance' as set out in paragraph 14 of the 
NPPF (2012) and paragraph11 of the NPPF (2018) is engaged and tilts the 
planning balance in favour of the grant of consent; unless any adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits. Councillors are therefore referred to the Planning Balance 
exercise undertaken within paragraphs 7.118-7.125 of the Committee 
Report. 

9. There is no need for commercial units to form part of the application 
as these services are already provided to the southern side of Station 
Road and are thriving. Officer Response: The Local Planning Authority 
can only assess the planning applications in front of them. In this instance, 
the application seeks to provide four commercial units, whilst application 
17/01015/OUT seeks permission to demolish existing units on the southern 
side of Station Road. These applications are being presented to the 
Development Management Committee alongside one other for 
consideration.    

10. Whilst the scheme would provide 10 affordable units, no reference is 
made to the ward contributions to the affordable housing provision in 
the District. 150 affordable units could potentially be provided in a 
single ward within the District when taking account of sites (including 
Colne Road, High Street Bluntisham, Earith Minaars site) within the 
ward. Officer Response: The proposed development would provide policy 
compliant levels of affordable housing; equating to up to 10 units (as the 
development seeks up to 26 dwellings). The provision of 26 dwellings (a 
combination or market and affordable homes) would provide about 3% of 
the annual housing target for the District, including much needed 
affordable housing. The annual housing target (for market and affordable 
housing) is District wide, and the housing proposed as part of the 
development would count towards this. The District of Huntingdonshire has 
a significant need for new affordable homes and the proposed 
development would assist with this, providing up to 10 affordable homes. 
The provision of 40% affordable housing therefore adds significant weight 
to the proposals.      

11. The application is premature and should be deferred until after 
Examination of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission). Officer 
Response: Refer to paragraphs 7.40-7.44 of the Committee Report. 

12. The application would result in existing staff parking (provided 
within the site) being absorbed into this application and instead 
providing customer parking. The provision of staff parking should be 
assessed across both sites. Officer Response: This application is in 
Outline only. Detailed matters such as parking provision remain to be 
considered at Reserved Matters stage 

13. Concerns regarding drainage and lack of maintenance. Neither 
Anglian Water nor Cambridgeshire County Council were made aware 
and full assessment of the drainage ditches should have been 
undertaken prior to recommendation of approval. Officer Response: 
Anglian Water and Cambridgeshire County Council (as Lead Local Flood 
Authority) have been consulted as part of the application process and have 
provided comments. Neither Consultee objections to the application, 
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subject to the imposition of conditions. Refer to paragraphs 5.9 and 5.10 of 
the Committee Report.  

14. None of the bus services can be defined as providing a sustainable 
alternative to the use of private vehicles. The current profile of the 
public transport reflects an outdated demographic model, there are 
no frequent or direct links to any of the main employment, education 
and transport hubs such as Cambridge, Peterborough and 
Huntingdon. There are no plans from any of the current service 
providers to increase the level of public transport provision. The 22 
Service is funded by the County Council but this funding stops in 
March 2019 and there is no funding stream available on the horizon. 
Officer Response: The Committee Report omits reference to Bus Service 
22. Service 22 provides for two return journeys to St Ives on Saturdays. 
The presence of bus services is noted, as well as the proximity to services 
and facilities within Bluntisham and St Ives. It is acknowledged that the 
proposed development would generate additional vehicle trips; this is 
assessed within paragraphs 7.89-7.108 of the Committee Report.  

15. The Committee Report refers to the Prince of Wales Public House 
however this has closed and permission granted for change of use to 
residential. Officer Response: This error is acknowledged. 
Notwithstanding this, Bluntisham continues to benefit from a range of 
services and facilities including a Convenience Store, Primary School, 
Public House, Village Hall and Doctor’s Surgery facility (within the Village 
Hall).  

16. The development would not create jobs; only provide replacement. 
Officer Response: The application seeks outline permission for “proposed 
residential and commercial development (up to 26 dwellings and 4 
commercial units)”. As such, the scheme seeks permission for ‘new’ 
commercial units to host local services and facilities, which would provide 
jobs. 

 In consideration of the above, the recommendation remains as per section 8 of 
the Committee Report, repeated below for completeness: 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION - APPROVAL subject to the prior completion of a 
Section 106 obligation relating to affordable housing, provision of open 
space and maintenance contribution, provision of wheeled bins, and subject 
to conditions to include those listed below. 
 
OR 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION - Refusal in the event that the obligation referred to 
above has not been completed and the applicant is unwilling to agree to an 
extended period for determination, or on the grounds that the applicant is 
unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make the development 
acceptable. 
 
CONDITIONS 
• Timing of permission and submission of Reserved Matters 
• Scale parameters - maximum of 26 dwellings and 4 commercial units 
• Finished floor levels 
• Foul Water Drainage Strategy 
• Surface water drainage scheme 
• Details of maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage scheme 
• Submission of Noise Impact Assessment alongside any application for reserved 
matters 
• Details of grease traps and mechanical extraction ventilation systems to be 
installed within the commercial units 
• Opening hours of commercial units restricted to 07:00-22:00 on any given day 
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• Construction hours and delivery times restricted to: 07:00 - 19:00 each day 
Monday - Friday, 07:00 - 13:30 on Saturdays, None on Sundays, Public and Bank 
Holidays 
• Construction Environmental Management Plan 
• No burning of waste on site during the construction phase 
• Archaeological investigation 
• Contamination Site Investigation and Remediation Strategy 
• Landscape and Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan 
• Adhered to Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Tree Survey 
 
4(c)  Demolition of existing Cafe/Barbers/Fish and Chip shop 

with provision of 9 new customer parking spaces - 
Bluntisham Service Station, Station Road, Bluntisham, 
Huntingdon, PE28 3PA 

Following publication of the Committee Report, Bluntisham Parish Council has 
provided additional comments in relation to the proposals. Bluntisham Parish 
Council maintains their recommendation of refusal. The additional points raised by 
Bluntisham Parish Council and Officer Responses are set out below.   

1. The plans are inaccurate. There are currently only 24 available 
parking spaces rather than the 40 claimed on the application. The 
new plan will deliver 9 new spaces but this will mean in reality that 
there are only 33 useable spaces. Officer Response: The discrepancy in 
the plans regarding the number of car parking spaces within the application 
site is noted. It is however considered that this does not alter the increase 
in the number of car parking spaces proposed; the proposal remains to 
increase the number of car parking spaces by 9. Officers maintain that the 
proposed development would increase the number of car parking spaces 
and support the continued operation of the remaining businesses with the 
site; refer to paragraphs 7.8-7.12 and paragraphs 7.137-7.20 of the 
Committee Report.  

2. The car park to the northern side of Station Road (subject of 
application 17/01015/OUT) was primarily approved for the use of Staff 
at the site and overflow customer parking. This is not stated on the 
report in item 1.5 please see 1301360FUL. This application included 
conditions that have never been met by the applicant and HDC 
enforcement officers are investigating. This staff car park would be 
absorbed in to the application 17/01015/FUL and used as parking for 
the proposed commercial units. Officer Response: Planning permission 
1301360FUL granted planning permission for “Change of use of first floor 
above service station from residential to Health and Beauty Suite 
(retrospective) and additional associated staff parking”. Condition 4 
appended to this permission “The car park hereby permitted shall only be 
used in association with the approved uses at the Bluntisham Service 
Station site.  It shall only be accessible by vehicles at times when the 
Service Station site is open to the public.  At all other times the car park 
shall be secured to prevent access by vehicles”. The HDC Planning 
Enforcement Team has been involved in investigations regarding non-
compliance with this condition. It is noted that an application for planning 
permission has been submitted relating to this site (17/01015/OUT) 
seeking consent for “Proposed residential and commercial development 
(up to 26 dwellings and 4 commercial units)”. As part of application 
17/01015/OUT car parking may be provided for the new commercial units 
to include staff parking, alongside car parking for the residential dwellings. 
Therefore, Officers do not consider that it is necessary to tie the 
permissions.       

3. Since the Garage site was developed to its current footprint 
0801135FUL, there have been 4 additional planning applications. BPC 
would like to point out that three of these four applications have been 
retrospective - 1000716FUL, 1201316FUL & 1301360FUL. The history 
of the site and the inaccuracies in the plan, combined with other 
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conditions being overlooked need to be considered. Previous 
planning decisions are a material planning consideration. Officer 
Response: Please refer to the Officer Response to bullet point 1.   

4. Highways – state that the removal of the units will reduce the traffic 
flow. Clearly this is not the case as the traffic flow will remain as is. 
Officer Response: The comments provided by the County Council 
Highways Officer are detailed within paragraph 5.2 of the Committee 
Report. It is noted that the County Council Highways Officer has indicated 
that a reduction in the number of business would lead to a reduction in 
traffic movements. 
 

5. The demolition of the units will not promote economic growth, these 
units are thriving small businesses. Officer Response: The Local 
Planning Authority has assessed the principle of the proposed 
development within paragraphs 7.2-7.11 of the Committee Report. 

6. See notes on 17/01015/FUL with regards to Local Service Centre and 
additional commercial units. Policy LP 9 Local Service Centres – 
please see previous comments with regards to LP9 Policy and the 
current service levels used as justification for such. BPC demand that 
no weight from Policy LP9 in the PLP to 2036 be applied and that 
Bluntisham’s current status as a small settlement and the existing 
and emerging policies with regards to Small settlements be given 
weight. Officer Response: Bluntisham is identified as a 'Smaller 
Settlement' within Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy (2009) and as a ‘Local 
Service Centre’ within policy LP9 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission). The 
proposed development is assessed against the relevant policies and 
material considerations accordingly. Application 17/01015/OUT is before 
Members of the Development management Committee, see Agenda Item 
4b.    

7. This application reduces the levels of services in the village and 
thus reduces the level of sustainability. Officer Response: Policy CS3 of 
the Core Strategy 2009 identifies Bluntisham as Smaller Settlement. Policy 
LP9 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 
(as amended March 2018 for submission) identifies Bluntisham as a Local 
Service Centre. Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission) is currently 
being examined by an Independent Planning Inspector.  

8. No economic growth would be generated by the addition of 9 
parking spaces and the demolition of the services. Please see BPC 
report and both versions of the plan of the site for confirmation 
(COPY ATTACHED). Officer Response: The Local Planning Authority has 
assessed the principle of the proposed development within paragraphs 7.2-
7.11 of the Committee Report. 

9. Demolition of the only café in the village will be detrimental to the 
community and removes the only sit in and eat facility in the village & 
would have a negative social impact on the community. Officer 
Response: The Local Planning Authority has assessed the principle of the 
proposed development within paragraphs 7.2-7.11 of the Committee 
Report. 

In consideration of the above, the recommendation remains as per section 8 of the 
Committee Report, repeated below for completeness: 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION - APPROVAL subject to conditions to include the 
following 
• Time limit 
• Hard and soft landscaping 
• Details of boundary fencing 
• Implementation of boundary fencing 
• Details of lighting to the car park 12



• Detail of car park layout including marking out of the footpath 
• Demolition management plan 
 
4(f)  Proposed erection of two detached dwellings with 

garaging and hardstanding for parking and turning, 
paddock area including field shelters, and field access 
track - Land At The Paddock, Raveley Road, Great 
Raveley 

Copy of Inspectors Appeal Decision and refused plans attached for 
reference. 
 
4(i)  Erection of single dwelling following demolition of an 

existing agricultural building following prior approval 
18/00378/PMBPA - Agricultural Building, Mill Lane, 
Bluntisham 

A Phase 1 ecology report is required to be submitted to the LPA. This application 
will be deferred to another DMC to enable this to take place.  
 
4(j)  Outline planning permission for residential 

development of up to 40 dwellings (Use Class C3) 
including means of access into site (not internal roads), 
parking and associated works, with all other matters 
(relating to appearance, landscaping, scale and layout) 
reserved - Land North East Of Mandene Gardens, Great 
Gransden 

 Following the submission of additional information regarding the ownership of 1 
East Street and the revision of the Location Plan and Development Parameters 
Plan, further neighbour consultation is required along with advertisement of the 
proposed development as a ‘development which affects the setting of a Listed 
Building’.  
  Accordingly, the Officer’s recommendation is for item 4J to be deferred in 
order to allow for a statutory (21 day) consultation period and the consideration of 
any further comments which are received.  
  The 17 representations which have been received following the publication of the 
Officer Report (OR) will be considered and a revised OR issued in due course.  
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 28 October 2013 

by J Flack  BA Solicitor 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 26 November 2013 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/H0520/A/13/2202126 

Site adjacent to Highfield, Raveley Road, Great Raveley, Cambridgeshire  

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Optimum Land and Property Ltd against the decision of 
Huntingdonshire District Council. 

• The application Ref 1300417OUT, dated 6 March 2013, was refused by notice dated 7 

May 2013. 
• The development proposed is the erection of two dwellings. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance 

of the area, and whether the proposal would be consistent with development 

plan policy relating to the provision of new housing. 

Reasons 

3. The application is made in outline with all matters reserved.  Some illustrative 

drawings and information have been provided and I have taken them into 

account so far as relevant to my decision. 

Character and appearance  

4. The appeal site is a grassed area of open land between existing dwellings. It is 

located in the middle of the village at its edge, there being no development to 

the rear of site.  The site does not appear to be in active use and is somewhat 

unkempt.  However, I consider that it has a fundamentally agricultural 

character and appearance which contrasts strongly with the residential 

development to either side.  The front boundary of the site is open, comprising 

a raised bank overgrown with nettles.  The rear boundary of the site is an open 

fence. The site slopes gently upwards from the road to its rear boundary, 

beyond which the land falls away.  Views from the road across the site to the 

open countryside are therefore limited, although more extensive at the north 

west end of the site.  Despite these limited views, I consider that the site is 

clearly part of the countryside in visual terms and has a strong connection with 

the open countryside beyond it. 
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5. The appellant has referred to the description of the village as “linear” by 

Inspectors in a number of decision letters.  The appellant considers that such a 

village should contain its road, and contends that in this context the site is 

harmful to the essential character of the village as it breaks the containment of 

the village, provides no essential view nor creates an additional place.  

6. I disagree with this analysis.  To my mind, previous descriptions of the village 

as “linear” serve simply to summarise that the village is set in open countryside 

along a single street and that in only a few instances is there development 

behind that facing the street.  This is apparent from the approaches to the 

village and numerous passing views between dwellings, and I consider it an 

important element of the village’s character.  

7. However, I do not consider that such a village should necessarily contain its 

road or that an undeveloped gap in the street frontage is harmful to its 

character.  On the contrary, I consider that the appeal site serves to bring the 

countryside within the village at its centre.  In so doing, the site performs a 

valuable role in confirming and reinforcing the very close connection between 

the existing built development with the countryside.  It also complements the 

views across open countryside when looking north west from the appeal site 

along the road.  The proposal would remove these functions from the site, as 

built development would fill the majority of the street frontage, and although 

an access to the field to the rear of the site is indicated, the unbuilt portions of 

the site would in essence take on the role and appearance of a residential 

curtilage.  I therefore conclude that the proposal would cause significant harm 

to the character and appearance of the area. 

 Development plan policy relating to the provision of new housing 

8. The Council’s development plan is in a period of transition.  The 

Huntingdonshire Local Plan (the Local Plan) was adopted in 1995.  I note that 

the appeal site was not shown as a protected frontage in the Great Raveley 

village inset map.  However, I consider that this has limited current 

significance, noting that paragraph 7.30 of the Local Plan states that changes 

and developments in the plan period may create frontages which will merit 

protection but cannot be identified at the time of adoption.  

9. More fundamental to my decision is that the appeal site was excluded from the 

village limits defined by the Local Plan.  It follows from this that saved policies 

En17 and H23 of the Local Plan have effect to impose a general presumption 

against the proposal, as it would not fall within any of the exceptions specified 

in these policies.  Given the significant harm I have identified to the character 

and appearance of the area, I consider that their presumptions should be 

applied here and that the proposal would be contrary to both policies. 

10. The most up to date development plan policies relevant to my decision are 

policies CS1 and CS3 of the Local Development Framework Core Strategy (the 

Core Strategy).  CS1 is a general policy which sets out criteria against which a 

proposal’s contribution to sustainable development will be judged.  I note that 

the site is poorly located in terms of access to services, but I do not consider 

that this can be said to conflict with Policy CS1 given that Great Raveley is 

identified as a location for limited infill development in Policy CS3.  However, 

the criteria also include the promotion of well designed places that respect the 

setting and character of the surrounding area, and I have concluded that the 
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proposal would fail to do so for the reasons I have given earlier. The proposal 

would thus conflict with Policy CS1. 

11. Policy CS3 sets out the settlement hierarchy for the Council’s area. Great 

Raveley is identified a smaller settlement where residential infilling of up to 3 

dwellings will be appropriate within the built-up area.  A definition of this term 

is provided at paragraph 5.15 of the Core Strategy and in its glossary: it is the 

built form of the village, but with specified exceptions.  The term “built form” is 

not defined, but in my view must be read in the context of the specified 

exceptions to the definition of built-up area and Policy CS3 more generally.  In 

that context, it is clear to me that “built form” is not intended merely to 

encompass buildings, but also that it does not include any land which is part of 

the countryside.  I also note that the exceptions to the definition of built-up 

area include undeveloped land within the curtilage of buildings at the edge of 

the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding countryside 

than to the built-up parts of the village.  

12. I therefore consider that the site clearly does not fall within the built-up area of 

Great Raveley.  The proposal therefore does not constitute appropriate 

residential infilling for the purposes of Policy CS3.  The site is instead part of 

the countryside.  It is not suggested by the appellant that the proposal has any 

essential need to be located in the countryside, and it follows that the proposal 

directly and substantially conflicts with Policy CS3.  

13. The appellant states that infill sites within Great Raveley cannot be identified, 

that without this Policy CS3 cannot be delivered and that the appeal site is the 

only location where residential infill can be achieved.  No detailed analysis of 

sites within the village has been provided to support this view.  However, I 

note that Policy CS3 permits “up to” 3 dwellings.  This indicates a permissive 

approach dependent on circumstances, specifying an acceptable range of 

development if and when suitable sites come forward.  It does not imply that 

there are such sites in a given settlement or any duty to identify alternative 

locations if suitable sites are not available.  I therefore consider that even if 

there is a lack of available infill sites within Great Raveley, this does not 

mitigate the substantial conflict with Policy CS3 which I have identified. 

14. The parties have also referred to Policies LP11 and LP26 of the Draft 

Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (the Draft Local Plan).  Given the 

definitions in Policy LP11, the appeal site is to be treated as part of the 

countryside for the purposes of that Policy.  The proposal is therefore contrary 

to Policy LP26, as it would not fall within any of the criteria which are required 

to be met if a new home in the countryside is to be supported.  

15. The definitions in Policy LP11 closely follow those in Policy CS3 of the Core 

Strategy, and the exceptions in Policy LP26 build on those in the Local Plan and 

appear consistent with paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(the Framework).  Nevertheless, whilst the Draft Local Plan has been subject to 

public consultation, the results of that consultation have not yet been taken 

account of in its policies.  There may thus be change to the detailed terms of 

Policy LP26 and development to which it will be applied under Policy LP11.  

Noting the appeal decisions provided by the appellant and having regard to the 

Framework’s advice on emerging plans, I consider that I can give only limited 

weight to Policies LP11 and LP26.  To that extent, however, the conflict with 
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Policies LP11 and LP26 serves to reinforce the conflict I have identified with 

current development plan policies. 

16. I have concluded that the proposal would be contrary to policies En17 and H23 

of the Local Plan and policies CS1 and CS3 of the Core Strategy, and I 

therefore conclude that the proposal would conflict significantly with 

development plan policy relating to the provision of new housing. 

 Conclusion 

17. I have concluded that the proposal would cause significant harm to the 

character and appearance of the area and would conflict significantly with 

development plan policy relating to the provision of new housing.  I have 

considered all other matters raised, but none are such as to mitigate or 

outweigh my conclusions on the main issues.  I therefore conclude that the 

appeal should be dismissed. 

 

J Flack 

Inspector  
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