
Dear Councillor, 
 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 15 OCTOBER 
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   –    15
th
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LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY 

 

Agenda            

Item No.   Description & Address  

 

4(a)  Erection of food store (use class A1) with associated 

parking, landscaping, access and associated works. - 

Land At Junction Of Stocks Bridge Way And 

  Needingworth Road, St Ives 

 
A further response has been received from Needingworth Parish Council: 

- RECOMMEND REFUSAL - The Parish Council wish to reiterate their 

previous objection this proposed development would have based upon the 

impact on infrastructure especially the roundabout at Stocks Bridge Way. 

The Parish Council have also been made aware of a survey of pollution 

levels in this area and this shows that the current levels are only just below 

permitted safety levels, this obviously raises further concerns. Whilst a 

'toucan' crossing would aide safer crossing for pedestrians and cyclists this 

will further impact on traffic flows.  

Officer Response: The HDC Environmental Health Team has confirmed that they 
did not request an Air Quality assessment for the application. The Environmental 
Health Team has advised that from the information they have regarding the air 
quality in the area, the proposal, and the location of sensitive receptors it was 
deemed there wouldn’t be a risk of a significant effect on air quality and therefore 
in this case an assessment was not required. Given the comments received from 
the Environmental Health Team, Officers consider that an Air Quality Assessment 
is not required and consider that the proposed development would not give rise to 
undue impacts upon air quality. Conclusions drawn with regards to impact on 
Neighbour Amenity remain as per paragraph 7.86 of the Committee Report.  
A further representation has been received from a local resident objecting to the 
application for the following summarised reasons: 
 

- The proposal is not part of the Local Plan to 2036 
- The proposal will further detract from the development of the town centre. 
- Due to recent developments to the east of St Ives, the density of traffic 
using the bottleneck of Harrison Way and Somersham Road is 
unreasonably high. The safety of pedestrians and cyclists is at great risk. 
The risk of accidents is far above that which is considered reasonable. The 
proposed development would exacerbate the present very poor situation 
and increase the risk of accidents. 
- Air pollution from car must be at a peak at this bottleneck and to increase 
this pollution by as a result of the proposed development is unhealthy and 
unreasonable. 
 

Officer Response: The concerns expressed with regards to the proposed use, the 
impact upon St Ives Town Centre and highways impacts are addressed within the 
Committee Report. The concerns raised with regards to impacts upon air quality 
are addressed within the previous section of this Late Representation Update. 
 

Further to publication of the Committee Report, Morrisons has advised that they 
have written directly to Councillors, reiterating their objection to the application for 
the following summarised reasons: 

- The Transport Assessment is flawed and will not enable Members to 
make an informed decision on the application. 
- The Transport Assessment significantly underestimates the level of 
queuing and delay at the two key junctions adjacent to the site, particularly 
since the opening of the Morrisons Store.  
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- The Transport Assessment fails to take account of the traffic from the 
recently opened McDonalds on Harrison Way, which will add to the traffic 
level on the local network at peak hours. 
- An accurate traffic model has not been provided. As part of the Transport 
Assessment, the traffic models should be re-validated based on up-to-date 
surveyed traffic flow, queue and delay data, to enable the impact of the Aldi 
store on the local highway network to be accurately re-assessed.  A fully 
validated and calibrated Micro Simulation traffic model should be provided. 
Aldi have provided such models elsewhere in support of their proposals but 
have not for this application.   
- The argument put forward that the combined traffic generated by the Aldi 
and Morrisons stores are less than that previously consented for the larger 
approved Morrisons, is clearly flawed, and takes no cognisance of the 
current traffic conditions. 
-It is unclear how the provision of a Toucan crossing would do anything to 
address the level of queuing and delay that is currently being experienced 
at the junctions adjacent to the site. 
- For Members to make an informed decision, the impact of the Aldi store 
needs to be fully investigated. Further information regarding highways 
impacts should therefore be provided, including the approach used to 
determine trip type proportions, the application of pass-by, diverted, 
transferred and linked trips, the modelling methodology, and a base traffic 
surveys used in the supporting traffic modelling. 

 

Officer Response: Cambridgeshire County Council Transport Assessment Team 
has reviewed the Letter from Morrisons and has provided the following responses 
to the key points raised: 
 

-Existing queueing and delays 
CCC Transport Assessment Team are aware of the current situation/issues on the 
network and that the previously consented McDonalds/Costa development may 
well add to the pressure on the network. However it should be noted that this 
development was consented prior to the Aldi planning application being submitted 
and was included within the committed developments in the Transport 
Assessment for the Aldi site. 
 

- Modelling 
CCC TA team have previously made comments in respect of the modelling and 
the discrepancies between the results and the observed situation on site. Because 
of this, CCC TA team undertook a detailed review of video survey footage in order 
to understand why the modelling and the observed situation did not correlate. This 
review revealed an interaction between the Somersham Road and Stocks Bridge 
Roundabout which was not evident on the modelling carried out for the original 
assessment.  
 

Because of the significant amount of time spent reviewing the video surveys CCC 
have sufficient information to assess where the impacts of the Aldi traffic will occur 
and thus where there will be an increase in congestion. A microsimulation model is 
therefore not required as it would not reveal any further useful information 
compared to the video footage. Furthermore it would be very difficult for a 
microsimulation model to even  be calibrated to accurately reflect the base 
(existing situation), which would cast some doubt on the validity of the future year 
(with development) modelling. 
 

- Morrison’s trips 
Because a previous application for a larger Morrison’s store had previously been 
consented, the developer’s new consultants made the case that CCC had 
previously accepted a larger predicted impact on the network than would occur 
with the new smaller Morrison’s store, and that the new Aldi store would simply ‘fill’ 
that trip deficit between the larger and smaller stores. CCC requested that a study 
be undertaken to validate this case. 
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Further to receipt of the study and subsequent discussions CCC are of the view 
that the current Morrison’s trips do not present a deficit such that the Aldi trips will 
not have an impact on the network and hence the need for mitigation. 
 

Toucan Crossing 
In respect of the Toucan crossing, the purpose of this piece of infrastructure is to 
increase the number of walk/cycle trips and thus reduce the car borne traffic 
associated with the Aldi store to an acceptable level. CCC could not request 
mitigation would further mitigate the existing situation as it would not meet the 
required planning tests.  
 

In taking account of the points raised, Cambridgeshire County Council Transport 
Assessment Team maintain that the impact of the Aldi traffic is significant enough 
to warrant mitigation measures but do not object to the application subject to a 
Section 106 Planning Agreement requiring a contribution of £170,000, allowing the 
provision of a Toucan Crossing and associated ancillary footway/cycleway works. 
 

In consideration of the above, the recommendation remains as per section 8 of the 
Committee Report, repeated below for completeness: 
 

 RECOMMENDATION  - APPROVAL Subject to the 
prior completion of a Section 106 agreement to secure provision of a 
toucan crossing across the A1123 and subject to conditions to include the 
following: 

 

 Time Limit (3 years) 

 Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans 

 Limit on net internal sales area to no less than 80% convenience 
goods retail and no more than 20% other comparison goods retail. 

 Tree protection 

 Archaeology 

 External lighting 

 Noise limits from fixed plant and night time deliveries / collections. 

 Store opening times 

 Implementation and maintenance of landscaping 

 Hard landscape details 

 Travel Plan 

 Compliance with submitted Ecology Details  

 FFL no lower than 300mm above existing ground level - details to 
be secured 

 Construction traffic management plan 

 Contaminated Land Investigation and Remediation  

 Surface Water Drainage details and future maintenance  

 Temporary parking and turning facilities clear of the highway 

 Access details (dimension and geometry)  

 Long term retention of approved parking  
 

Or  

 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. 
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4(b)  Outline planning application with all matters reserved 

apart from access for the erection of up to 46 residential 

dwellings, including affordable housing (Use Class C3) 

and in addition, for the erection of either a residential 

care home (Use Class C2) or up to 13 residential 

dwellings, including affordable housing (Use Class C3) 

(in the alternative) together with parking areas, 

landscaping, pumping stations, and other associated 

infrastructure - Land On The West Side Of A1198 And 

Behind 29 - 31 Pettit Road, Godmanchester 
Following the submission of an Additional Illustrative Masterplan on 24 September 
2018, a period of re-consultation has been undertaken. Following publication of 
the Committee Report, the following responses have been received from 
Consultees:  
 

- Godmanchester Town Council – The Town Council maintain their view that the 
sum proposed is extremely low and the Town Council would like to see a 
substantial contribution made by the developer in return for access to Judith’s 
Field. The Town Council is about to launch a project to provide a skatepark at 
Judith’s Field.  The cost has been confirmed as £150k and we would welcome a 
substantial contribution towards this project. Alternatively, in the next couple of 
years the Town Council will be exploring the options to remove and replace a large 
piece of play equipment on the Recreation Ground. Officer Response: See 
proceeding section relating to Infrastructure Requirements and Planning 
Obligations. 
 

- Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology - The new information 
submitted does not affect our previous advice of 30

th
 August, recommending a 

condition of planning permission. Officer Response: Conclusions drawn with 
regards to Archaeological Impacts remain as per paragraphs 7.49 and 7.50 of the 
Committee Report. 
 

- Highways England - The following amendments are unlikely to have a further 
impact on the strategic road network. Our original response dated 25 April 2018 
may therefore remain in place. Officer Response: Conclusions drawn with regards 
to Sustainability, Access, Transport and Parking remain as per paragraph 7.63 
and 7.64 of the Committee Report. 
 

- Natural England - Natural England has previously commented on this proposal 
and made comments to the authority in our previous letter. The advice provided in 
our previous response applies equally to these additional plans, although we made 
no objection to the original proposal.  The proposed amendments to the original 
application are unlikely to have significantly different impacts on the natural 
environment than the original proposal. Officer Response: Conclusions drawn with 
regards to Ecology and Biodiversity remain as per paragraphs 7.45 and 7.46 of the 
Committee Report. 
 

- On behalf of Roman Gate Surgery - We as a practice have already formally 
objected to this development. We are currently attempting to expand our Doctors 
surgery to cope with the existing Romans Edge development. The existing s106 
funding falls £250000 short of the build cost.  An additional 49 homes and care 
home will place a strain on the surgery sufficient for us to exclude the development 
from our practice area in order to prevent a deterioration of our clinical services. 
We would seek a payment from the developers to support the additional clinical 
need and development of Roman Gate Surgery to support the additional residents. 
Either in the form of a s106 payment or an allocation of CIL to healthcare. Officer 
Response: See proceeding section relating to Infrastructure Requirements and 
Planning Obligations. 
 

- NHS England – The proposed development is likely to have an impact on the 
services of 1 branch surgery operating within the vicinity of the application site. 
The GP practice does not have capacity for the additional growth resulting from 6



this development and cumulative development in the area. Should the care home 
be progressed then the development would require a need for collaboration and 
joint working between the new facility and the practice. It is envisaged that this 
would be agreed between the parties by way of a collaboration agreement in order 
to effectively manage the primary care needs arising from the residents of this 
facility, and make best use of available resource for the benefit of all involved 
parties. NHS England therefore requests that this collaboration agreement be 
secured through a planning condition or appropriate means, linked to any grant of 
planning permission. A developer contribution is required to mitigate the impacts 
of this proposal. NHS England calculates the level of contribution required, in this 
instance to be £22,402 (based on 59 dwellings and no care home) or £29,026 
(based on 49 dwellings with care home). Payment should be made before the 
development commences. Assuming the above is considered in conjunction with 
the current application process, NHS England would not wish to raise an objection 
to the proposed development. Officer Response: See proceeding section relating 
to Infrastructure Requirements and Planning Obligations. 
 

Infrastructure Requirements and Planning Obligations: 

-Health 
NHS England has now provided comments in relation to the application and has 
advised that the proposed development would place pressure on the NHS GP 
Service. NHS England has therefore requested contributions towards the 
expansion and reconfiguration of Roman Gate Surgery, Godmanchester to 
mitigate the impact of the development.  
 

Based on the provision of 59 dwellings, the contribution sought by NHS England is 
£22,402. Based on the provision of 49 dwellings and a Care Home the contribution 
sought would be £29,026. It is however noted that the planning application seeks 
consent for up to 46 dwellings and Care Home and not 49 dwellings as detailed 
within the response from NHS England. As such, the contribution requested would 
reduce in accordance with the formulaic approach adopted, based upon the 
development scenario.  
 

Officer Response: This obligation is considered to meet the statutory tests and is 
compliant with policy and the SPD. The Applicant has agreed to provide a financial 
contribution towards Health as requested.   
 

-Green Space 
Following publication of the Committee Report, updated comments have been 
provided by the HDC Green Spaces Team, requesting revised off-site 
contributions in relation to Green Space. 
  
Northern Parcel: 
As set out within the Committee Report, the Illustrative Masterplan for the northern 
parcel demonstrates that 660sq. m. of Green Space could be accommodated on 
site. However, in both scenarios of the proposed development (with a Care Home, 
or, without a Care Home and additional residential development), the amount of 
Green Space shown falls below the requirements of the Developer Contribution 
SPD; as outlined within the table below. The shortfall relates to the lack of 
provision of Green Space for ‘Parks and Gardens’ and ‘Natural and Semi-Natural 
Green Space’ and ‘Allotments and Community Gardens’; with solely the relevant 
amount of ‘Amenity Green Space’ being provided as detailed within the Developer 
Contribution SPD. 
 

Off-site contributions to make up the shortfall in Green Space for the northern 
parcel had not previously been sought, however, the Green Spaces Team have 
now provided the cost of this shortfall and it is considered that an off-site 
contribution should be secured in addition to the provision of amenity space on the 
site. Based on the development scenarios proposed within the northern parcel, the 
relevant off-site contributions are detailed within the table below. This is in 
accordance with the requirements of the Developer Contributions SPD, such to 
mitigate the impact of the development.   
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Southern Parcel: 
In relation to the southern parcel, as set out within the Committee Report, two 
Illustrative Masterplans have been submitted.  
 

The first Illustrative Masterplan (06 Rev. C) indicates that the full quantum of 
development proposed could be accommodated (i.e. 22 dwellings), but no 
provision would be made for Green Space within this parcel. To compensate for 
this, a link through to Judith's Field Recreation Ground is proposed such to provide 
access to Green Space from the site, and an off-site contribution of £13,603.46 (in 
accordance with the Developer Contributions SPD) would be secured by the LPA. 
The HDC Green Spaces Team confirms that this proposed arrangement and off-
site contribution remain appropriate and would adequately mitigate the impact of 
the proposed development.  
 

The second Illustrative Masterplan (06 Rev. D) demonstrates that approximately 
490 sq. m. of Green Space could be accommodated on the site; potentially 
necessitating the omission of two dwellings from the scheme when compared to 
Illustrative Masterplan 06 Rev. C. The quantum of Green Space shown on the 
Illustrative Masterplan would however remain below the requirements of the 
Developer Contributions SPD; as set out within the table below. The shortfall 
relates to the lack of provision of Green Space for ‘Parks and Gardens’ and 
‘Natural and Semi-Natural Green Space’ and ‘Allotments and Community 
Gardens’, as detailed within the Developer Contribution SPD. One of the 
development scenarios has shown that through the omission of two dwellings 
(based on the indicative layout) the relevant amount of ‘Amenity Green Space’ as 
required by the Developer Contributions SPD could be provided on-site.  
 

Off-site contributions to make up the shortfall in Green Space for the southern 
parcel had not previously been sought, however, the Green Spaces Team have 
now provided the cost of this shortfall and it is considered that an off-site 
contribution should be secured in addition to the provision of amenity space on the 
site. This is in accordance with the requirements of the Developer Contributions 
SPD, such to mitigate the impact of the development. 
 

As such, whilst the amount of on-site Green Space would fall below the provisions 
of the Developer Contributions SPD, the Applicant has agreed to the requested 
off-site contributions for Green Space. The off-site contributions for Green Space 
and the cost of maintenance of the Green Space land should be secured by the 
S106 Agreement and in accordance with the formulaic approach within the 
Developer Contribution SPD. The maximum and minimum contributions that this 
would equate to, based on the development scenarios proposed, are detailed 
within the table below.   
 

  

Northern Parcel  Southern Parcel 

With care 

home 

Without 

Care 

Home 

Without on-

site green 

space 

With only 

amenity 

green 

space 

No. Units m2 24 37 22 20 

Required GS m2 1145 1765 1049 954 

Actual Onsite provision m2 660 660 0 490 

Deficit of GS on site m2 485 1105 1049 464 

Cost for Off-site Purchase 
£4,074.0

£8,969.00 £8,284.00 £4,599.00 
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0 

Cost for Off-site 

Maintenance 

£2,457.0

0 £5,600.00 £5,319.00 £2,835.00 

Total Off site Cost 

£6,531.0

0 £14,569.00 £13,603.00 £7,434.00 

Minimum off-site contribution to be sought for Green Space for Northern and 

Southern Parcels = £13,965 

Maximum off-site contribution to be sought for Green Space for Northern and 

Southern Parcels = £28,172 

 
It is Officer opinion that an under provision of Green Space on this development 
would be acceptable subject to securing some provision on site, and an off-site 
contribution being secured to make up for the shortfall.   
 

Officers consider that the updated contributions sought, as detailed above, in 
relation to Health and Green Space represent necessary and satisfactory 
mitigation for the impacts of the proposed development. 
 

Proposed Care Home: 
The Applicant’s Agent has read paragraph 1.4 of the Committee Report and has 
clarified that whilst the Application Form sets out that the proposed Care Home 
would consist of 1000 square metres of floor space, this is indicative only at this 
outline stage. Rather than a specific floorspace, the Agent has confirmed that the 
Care Home would have a maximum of 66 beds. Officer response: That the 
recommended condition relating to ‘Scale Parameters’ be updated to secure a 
maximum of 59 dwellings or 46 dwellings and a Care Home with a maximum of 66 
beds. 
 

In consideration of the above, the recommendation remains as per section 8 of the 
Committee Report, with the addition of contributions in relation to Health being 
secured by S106 Agreement and an update to the condition relating to scale 
parameters. The update recommendation is therefore as follows: 
 

 RECOMMENDATION  - APPROVAL subject to the 
prior completion of a Section 106 obligation relating to affordable housing, 
provision of open space and maintenance contribution, health, provision 
of wheeled bins, education and early years, libraries and life-long learning 
and subject to conditions to include those listed below. 

 

OR 
 

 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. 

 

 Timing of permission and submission of Reserved Matters 

 Scale parameters - maximum of 59 dwellings or 46 dwellings and 
a Care Home with a maximum of 66 beds. 

 Site levels and finished floor levels 

 Surface water drainage scheme including for the access 

 Details of maintenance arrangements for the surface water 
drainage scheme 

 Submission of Noise Impact Assessment alongside any 
application for reserved matters 

 Construction hours and delivery times  
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 Construction Environmental Management Plan setting out 
mitigation measures for noise, dust and lighting during the 
construction phase 

 No burning of waste on site during the construction phase 

 Archaeological investigation 

 Contamination Site Investigation and Remediation Strategy 

 Development carried out in accordance with ecological mitigation 
measures 

 Scheme of ecological enhancement measures, implementation 
and management  

 Tree Protection and Arboricultural Impact Assessment adhered to  

 Fire Hydrants 

 

5(a)  Proposed two Class A1 units (Subway and Greggs) and 

one Class B8 unit with trade counter (Brewers), with 

ancillary car parking, landscaping and totem sign - 

Quora Retail Park, Howard Road, Eaton Socon 
The proposed Totem Sign (345-06 Rev D) is considered to be acceptable. 
 

Comments from HDC Environmental Health received 11.10.2018 – No concerns 
regarding air quality, odour or noise 
 

Comments from CCC Archaeology received 05.10.2018 – “…no further 
archaeological works are required in mitigation of the development impact, and we 
have no further objections or requirements”. 
 

Additional details from CCC Highways comment (20.09.2018): “Development 
parking provision is proposed to comprise 22 car parking spaces inclusive of 2 
disabled spaces. Total parking provision at the retail park post-development is 
anticipated to comprise 202 spaces. The parking accumulation study undertaken 
anticipates that there will be sufficient capacity available within the development. 
This is agreed. 
 

The proposed development is anticipated to generate an additional 8 two-way 
vehicle trips in the weekday PM peak. This is a net increase of 2 vehicle trips in 
the weekday PM peak compared to the previously agreed planning application. It 
is therefore anticipated the development will have a negligible impact on the local 
highway network. 
 

It is agreed the accident analysis indicates there are no particular highway 
concerns relating to road safety in the vicinity of the proposed development”. 
 

Condition: “Details of external lighting”  
As an acceptable external lighting plan (4456-EX-00-DR-E-200 Rev P2) was 
submitted with the application, the condition will be worded to ensure that the 
development is completed in accordance with that plan. 
 

Condition: “No storage of refuse/recycling in outside areas”.  
A revised Site Plan (345-03 Rev L) was submitted (05.10.2018) which indicates an 
acceptable layout of bin stores for the three units. The condition will be worded to 
ensure no open storage of waste/recycling in outside areas. 
 

5(d)  1st floor extension to existing surgery - Cromwell 

Surgery, Cromwell Place, St Ives, PE27 5JD 
Paragraph 5.9 should be amended to: 

 Another Urban Design officer supports the scheme following 
amendments, a full list of comments and amendments to the 
scheme are discussed below further within the report. 

 
Further representations have been received from Nos 1 and 2 
Cromwell Terrace which should be added to paragraph 6.2, both 
summarised below: 
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 Previously wrote to HDC commenting on the existing and 
proposed south elevations facing No 1 were missing, the 
planning officer has still made a recommendation of approval 

 Proposed elevations and site sections were provided on 
11/10/18, after the officer report with a recommendation of 
approval was published 

 Drawing is a material planning consideration and also contains 
errors; the existing elevations have still not been published. 

 Public expects a fair consultation process, the Development 
Management Committee will review this application with little 
time for the public to comment on the new drawing 

 A graphic of the new elevation is attached to the latest 
representation, (viewable on the website). 

 The PIP drawing illustrates the over-dominance of the 
proposed surgery extension on to the rear courtyard/garden of 
No.1 Cromwell Terrace and an impact on No.2  

 A number of errors exist which include: two trees are illustrated, when only 
a large shrub actually exists on site, and the wall illustrated as existing 
does not look like this at all. There are four here are four brick piers and a 
low level plinth wall approximately 700mm high. 

 An existing elevation is attached to this response 

 The sheer height, bulk and colour of the building and cladding will create a 
heavy and overbearing presence that will still dominate the small 
courtyard/garden, even allowing for the recent set back in the elevation. 

 The proposed height in the structure which appears to exceed what is 
required for the upper storey and the dark brown oppressive coloured 
cladding only seen by No 1. 

 We therefore urge HDC to give PIP more time to allow design 
improvement and to reduce the impact of this elevation on the 
neighbouring properties and to defer the application. 

 The cladding to this elevation could be changed to a lighter colour material 
against the sky behind, which would help reduce the impact on the private 
courtyard/garden below. 

 The content of our previous letters still stands and again we urge you to 
allow further time and greater control towards the sympathetic design of 
this extension in this key part of the Conservation Area in St Ives. 

 

Officer’s response to the comments above: 
 

The proposed plan in question, drawing no PL-4-02, showing the proposed site 
sections and the south elevation facing No 1 Cromwell Terrace, was subsequently 
published on the 11

th
 October 2018 and sent directly to the representative to No 1 

Cromwell Terrace for comment. The plan will also be included within the officer 
presentation to members at DMC. 
 

It is considered that the additional plan discussed above was additional information 
only, it has not changed the proposal, merely provided a more helpful view. The 
neighbours, i.e. Nos 1 and 2 Cromwell Terrace who would be the most affected by 
this new information have had the chance to comment and have provided further 
objections summarised above. The further objection letters also included attached 
graphics and plans to be viewed in conjunction with comments; these are 
published on the Council’s website under application ref 18/00278/FUL for the 
public and Councillors to view. 
 

With regards to the comments raised, these issues about the amenity of No 1 
Cromwell Terrace, the design, scale and materials of the proposal, have already 
been discussed within the officer report so the issues have been fully considered. 
Officers are aware of the misleading information such as trees and the size of the 
wall within plan no PL-4-02, but this does not alter the comments discussed within 
the officer report. 
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Further objections were received from No 4 Cromwell Terrace with regards to 
Ecology which should be added to paragraph 6.2, these are summarised below: 
 

 The officer’s report states ‘However no species have been recorded on 
the application site.” “Due to the application site’s town centre location it is 
very unlikely that there would be protective species on the site.” This has 
no validation or reference. 

 As the application para 17 refers to “ land adjacent to or near“ - which is 
where bats are being recorded  (see CPERC) I would value understanding 
the basis of that statement, as no records have been sought, and the 
subsequent line 

 The application offers no ecological entry or basis for the Office para 
7.39’s statements.  None are cited. 

 Reference is made to the HDC Local Plan up to 2036, and in particular 
LP32. The submission does not begin to meet LP 32 and the PEA 
requirement prior to submission especially as protected species may be 
involved. 

 Policy LP32 is quoted and the objector effectively states that any 
ecological harm should be identified with e submission of a Preliminary 
Ecological Assessment.  

 Section 99 of ODPM Circular 06/2005 states; ‘It is essential that the 
presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may 
 be affected by the proposed development, is established before the 
planning permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material 
considerations may not have been addressed in making the decision. The 
need to ensure ecological surveys are carried out should therefore only be 
left to coverage under planning conditions in exceptional circumstances, 
with the result that the surveys are carried out after planning permission 
has been granted.” 

 The objector also quotes Source: CIEEM (2018) Guidelines for Ecological 
Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland: Terrestrial, Freshwater, Coastal 
and Marine. Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 
Management, Winchester which summarises the above, i.e. The Local 
Planning Authority should identify any ecological impacts prior to 
determination. 

 

Officer Response to the comments above: 
 

Following the comments above from No 4 Cromwell Terrace the Local Planning 
Authority contacted the Cambridgeshire Wildlife Trust. These comments should be 
in addition to paragraph 7.39. 
 

With regards to bats and the ecology representations from neighbouring 
properties, it is not so much the town centre location that is relevant but the nature 
of the building and its surrounding environment, e.g. are there foraging areas 
immediately linked to the building. Bats could occur in a town centre location given 
the right roosting conditions and linked foraging areas. On review of this site it is in 
close proximity to mature trees and linked to Meadow Lane Gravel Pits, which 
means it is linked to foraging areas, although there are no records on the Councils 
CPERC for bats on or near the application site. Based on the lack of known bat 
roosts in the locality, the location of the development site, the type of building 
affected, and the nature of the development, the likelihood of a bat roost being 
present is considered low and would not prevent the principle of this development. 
 
If bats are present this will require a Natural England licence, any licence will take 
time to secure, this will be added as an informative. The Wildlife Trust think this is 
a case where there is not a clear cut answer and it was not unreasonable of the 
Local Planning Authority to have taken the action stated within the office report, as 
there is a low potential for bats to be affected. The proposal is considered to be in 
accordance with policy LP 32 of the Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017. 
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5(e)   Change of Use of Agricultural Land to create a 

Community Recreation Ground including a parking 

area, vehicular access and pedestrian footbridge - Land 

Between Harebell Close And Holme Road, Ramsey St 

Marys 

 

Paragraph 5.1 should have the additional comments below: 
 

 Following a re-consultation period, Ramsey town Council recommended 
approval with 1 abstention. The additional information supplied did not impact 
on Council's original decision. 

 
 
Paragraph 6.1 should be amended to: 16 properties have 
commented on the application (some residents have supplied 
multiple comments). 
 
Paragraph 6.2 should be amended to 4 residential properties 
have objected. 
 
Further representations have been received which should be 
added to paragraph 6.2, both summarised below: 

 There remains a lack of transparency/clarity as to the long term plans the trust 
have for the site once planning permission has been secured.  

 Residents were only made aware of the revised parking plans from the letters 
we received & the trust only posted an update after we had received them.  

 Any questions on the Facebook page are for the most part ignored.  

 The trust keep insisting the village was consulted in 2011 but this was 
regarding a different proposed site & it would appear that after 7 years the 
village demographic must have changed  

 I would ask that any decision on this application is not made until there have 
been satisfactory open discussions with the residents.  

 The proposed change of use is inappropriate due to the increasing shortage of 
farming land for this agricultural community and the recreation ground is simply 
not required.  

 An existing site in Ramsey Heights is barely used and a previous site was 
abandoned due to lack of use. There has been no meaningful consultation with 
the village and the number of children is such that this proposal is completely 
unnecessary. 

 The footbridge specifically must not be allowed in any guise. The drain in 
question is a highly biodiverse resource and is known to home lizards, newts 
and grass snakes, which HDC has an obligation to protect. Not only would the 
construction be very damaging it's on going use would inevitably bring litter to 
the drain. 

 The footbridge will also change the nature of Harebell close from a quiet cul-
de-sac to a busy parking lot and thoroughfare (if you believe the demand to 
exist). It would also create a security issue as it is likely that the site would be 
accessed for illegal purposes and the footbridge conveniently delivering those 
individuals direct access to the houses nearby. 

Officer Response 
 
The above comments are similar to issues which have already been raised. 
Officers have already addressed these points within the report. 
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