Dear Councillor
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 15 APRIL 2019
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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No.
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 15 April 2019
LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY
Agenda Item
Number
3 (a)

Planning Reference

Description

18/01102/FUL

Erection of a new 3
bedroom dwelling

Address

Lye house, Bedford Road,
Pertenhall, Bedford, MK44
2AL
One further neighbour comment has been received (11.04.2019), reiterating an objection to the
proposed development and highlighting concerns relating to:
1. A full consultation has not been carried out
2. Correspondence from Bedford Borough Highways should be received prior to determination
regarding the protection of the trees and the junction improvements
3. Vague drawing which lacks detail - not a full engineers drawing
4. Comments from Bedford Borough Council Tree Officer not uploaded to public access
5. HDC are working on the ‘interpretations' and 'assumptions' of the applicant rather than
qualified colleagues in Bedford Borough Council
6. Cavalier approach to highway safety
7. PV panels – has a visual impact assessment been completed?
8. Application should be removed from DMC agenda until BBC have confirmed the junction
improvements can be achieved.
9. Application is unique, falling under the jurisdiction of two councils - could we suggest a
referral to the Planning Inspectorate?
Officer response:
1. The re-consultation on Visibility Splays and Junction Improvements plan (8170301/6101 Rev A)
was actioned on 28.03.2019 and sent to BBC Highways and BBC Development Management
Officers. At the time of writing, no response has been received from either consultee on the
amended plans.
2. The comments from BBC Highways (18.01.2019) must be noted. The Visibility Splays and
Junction Improvements plan (8170301/6101 Rev A) incorporates the original comments/suggested
conditions from BBC Highways.
3. Further technical details relating to the construction of the proposed junction improvements would
be required as part of the suite of documents submitted as part of a S278 legal agreement to secure
the improvements. The level of detail included on the Visibility Splays and Junction Improvements
plan (8170301/6101 Rev A) is considered to be acceptable.
4. Comments from BBC Trees were uploaded to the public access portal on 08.04.2019.
5. Comments from HDC’s Arboricultural Officer have been considered alongside the other consultee
responses. The recommendation of approval is informed by all consultee responses.
6. BBC Highways offered no objection to the proposed development, subject to the imposition of a
number of conditions. Due regard is given to paragraph 109 of the NPPF – with the imposition of the
conditions suggested by BBC Highways, the proposed development is not considered to result in an
unacceptable impact on highway safety or a severe residual cumulative impact on the road network.
7. A visual impact assessment has not been completed as details of PV panels can be secured by
condition in order to ensure an appropriate finish is achieved (this forms part of the suggested
conditions at Section 8 of the Officer Report).
8. No response from BBC Highways has been received following the re-consultation process. It is
considered unjustified to delay determination of the application on this point given the previous
response from BBC Highways (18.01.2019).
9. The LPA has both a duty to determine planning applications and to cooperate with other LPA’s as
set out in the Localism Act 2011. Only the applicant is entitled to appeal to the Planning Inspectorate
(against the non-determination of the application, or refusal of an application, or against the
imposition of a planning condition(s)).
Comments have been received (08.04.2019) from Bedford Borough Council’s Tree Officer.
Summary:
 Cannot support this application due to the lack of detailed information in relation to the trees
subject to a Tree Preservation Order 02/1959 which are situated at the proposed access
 The proposed amendments for the access ref dwg 8170301/6101 ‘Junction Improvements
and Visibility Splays’ will have an impact upon the TPO trees and the extent of this impact
and the logistics during the build phase have not been assessed
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The arboricultural impact assessment submitted is limited in its information to the trees
contained within the garden of Lye House[…]industry guidance[…]advises that ‘trees on or
adjacent to a site’ should be included, in this case this should include the trees on the
junction as this is the access to the site and is now being proposed for modification.

Officer response:
HDC’s Arboricultural Officer has advised of the potential impact of the proposed development and
the improvements to the Hall Lane/B660 junction upon the trees in the vicinity.
The importance of the Oak tree to the north of the junction (within HDC boundary) is recognised and
today a TPO has been provisionally made; this is valid for 6 months to allowing representations to be
made and considered prior to any decision on the formal designation of the TPO. For the
consideration of this application, the Oak tree shall therefore be considered as being protected by
Tree Preservation Order (TPO19/004 – Land west of Lye House, Pertenhall).
HDC’s Arboricultural Officer is confident that the works outlined on the Visibility Splays and Junction
Improvements plan (8170301/6101 Rev A) can be implemented whilst avoiding damage to the
protected trees in the vicinity having regard to the high crown clearance, existing kerb height at the
junction, and the hostile root environment beneath the existing hard surfaces which will have
impacted upon the likely root spread of the protected trees.
The area of land required to facilitate the widening of the junction outlined on the Visibility Splays
and Junction Improvements plan (8170301/6101 Rev A) is understood to be owned by
Cambridgeshire County Council (being within HDC boundary). As this land is not under the
ownership of the Applicant, a Grampian condition requiring the off-site highway improvement works
to be completed prior to the first occupation of the dwelling and that those works are completed in
accordance with a satisfactory Arboricultural Method Statement and Construction Management plan
will be imposed in order to ensure that a negative impact on the trees on either side of the Hall
Lane/B660 junction is avoided. The Arboricultural Method Statement and Construction Management
plan will secure details of any works necessary to the trees to facilitate the development (including
tree protection details and excavation method for the new corner alignment, and treatment of any
roots that may be encountered).
Whilst received after the deadline for Late Reps, a further comment from Pertenhall and Swineshead
Parish Council has been received which reiterates a strong objection to the proposal and seeks
assurance that previous comments from P&SPC will be taken into account.
4 (b)
19/00313/PIP
Permission in Principle for Land Adjacent to 15 Mill Lane,
up to 5 dwellings
Bluntisham, PE28 3LR.
Since the publication of the DMC report dated 4th April 2019, one additional objection has
been received from a resident, bringing the number of objections from residents to nine.
The objection states that there are few safe roads in Bluntisham and that Mill Lane and the adjacent
footpath is well used by residents of Bluntisham. It is stated that the proposed development would
result in a detrimental impact on highway safety on Mill Lane caused by construction vehicles and
increased traffic.
Officer Comment: The impact upon highway safety has been addressed within the DMC
report dated 4th April 2019.
4 (c)
18/02596/OUT
Outline application for a
Land South of Buryfield,
development of up to 83 homes,
Bury, PE26 2LE.
150sqm of commercial floor space,
landscaping, open space,
associated ancillary works and
creation of new access following
the demolition of 22 Buryfield. All
matters are reserved except
access

Further comments have been received from Ramsey Town Council and Bury Parish Council
summarised below, these should be read in conjunction with paragraphs 5.1-5.4 of the officer
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committee report.



Ramsey Town Council continues to object to the proposal and previous comments still apply.
Wistow/Bury Parish Council have stated: The amended consultation is due to end on Friday
the 12th April, giving the committee papers are issued a minimum of 5 days before the meeting
on 15th April under the local Government Act 1972, therefore leaving no working days in
between for council / planning and Parishes to take into consideration and comment on
recommendations made by the Planning officer.

Further comments have been submitted from 15 properties, many but not all of which commented
on the application prior to the publication of the officer report. The following comments should be
read in conjunction with the officer committee report and are summarised below:






























Concerns remain the site would adversely impact draft allocation RA7
Still have concerns regarding drainage.
No legal requirement to consider the application
Layout is poor design and is not in keeping with the rural character or the village
Ramsey is a market town and Bury is a village.
Despite minor revisions there are still significant adverse impacts
Trees could cause subsidence or loss of daylight to properties
Reduction from 91 to 83 homes does nothing to change the substantial traffic issues and
congestion, lack of infrastructure, impact on the countryside and the fact brownfield sites
should be developed first before greenfield sites and does not take objections into account
Development in the Ramsey area is focused on Bury, allocated sites should be developed first
Criticism of the CCC education response appears to be incomplete with no obvious
conclusions for other sites as well as the application.
Note that draft allocation RA7 was not listed in the CCC education response.
Highlights the lack of children’s education capacity for early years, primary and secondary
generated by approved application(s) as well as allocated sites missed off the response. Do
not understand why general multipliers have not been applied.
Any additional school transports would further contribute to the traffic issue which is a negative
planning consideration.
Not enough education capacity or infrastructure to meet demand, development is
unsustainable
Head Teacher of Bury Primary School has also objected
Issues should be brought to the attention of officers and the Development Management
committee
Not sustainable that the County Council cannot object and does not have to find local school
places for children
Unstainable economically, environmentally and socially for additional travelling for childcare
and education, figures used in the CCC response are at best an estimate
Rather than passing responsibility to another party, it would be logical to assess capacity
collective from Early years, Primary and Secondary schools in neighbouring villages and
whether this is sustainably viable for Bury residents before going ahead with development
outside the local plan
HDC officers have recommended approval despite objections from Bury Parish and Ramsey
Town Council and large amounts of objections from local residents.
They have not listened to people in community who know the issues
Developer has amended the application with no regard for Bury and no forward thinking about
local budget cuts
How can the report be published before further comments deadlines.
Development will create more on street parking on an already congested street. The proposed
access will impact driveways for Nos 20 and 24 Buryfield
Construction vehicles likely to cause congestion especially with other developments in the area
such as Upwood Road old clinic site
The layout connects to RA7 in the Local Plan however the owners of the site have objected to
the application. However if the two sites merge this could create more traffic on Buryfield,
Tunkers Lane and Owls End creating rat runs.
No report the access is sufficient for emergency services
Increased traffic danger for children at Bury primary school
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No evidence of how the commercial space would be used which could create further traffic
issues.
Submitted photos show issue of on street parking and congestion
Access is still poor and dangerous
Most residents will have to travel in and out by car - there is a virtually non-existent bus service,
and if the main B1040 is too busy to put traffic restrictions on, it is not safe to cycle to get to
Ramsey and the secondary school.
Tunkers Lane is not a public right of way for vehicles - it is a green lane
Officer report states there is no relevant history to the site but an application ref 8701334OUT
was refused
Environmental Health’s comment re working/delivery times is unacceptable for the safety of
children at the primary school.
The times also give residents no potential rest from construction noise
No comments from the Middle Level Commission, development could cause severe flooding as
well as sewer pumping station creating noise and odour issues
HDC have no regard for the already overdeveloped Ramsey Spatial Planning area.
Changes in outlook do equate to harm if people have paid for housing to look back onto open
land
Not enough consideration given to loss of outlook, increase in noise from greater volumes
traffic and close proximity of site entrance and reduction in air quality
Access between Nos 20 and 24 not given enough attention
The formal open space contribution would not improve local infrastructure. How would resident
cycle to it without cycle paths? The contribution would be better spent contributing to
infrastructure in Bury
External bodies do not listen or know the best interests of Bury residents as concerns are “not
considered significant enough”
Regulation 122 of the CIL regs 2010 (and NPPF) states a planning obligation may only
constitute a reason for granting planning permission for the development if the obligation is:
(i) Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
(ii) Directly related to the development;
(iii) Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development
Planning obligations are governed by the fundamental principle that planning permission may
not be bought or sold. It is therefore not legitimate for unacceptable development to be
permitted because of benefits or inducements offered by a developer which are not necessary
to make the development acceptable in planning terms (Gov Circular).
£42,377 is being secured towards a new MUGA located on Land North West of Tesco, St
Marys Road Ramsey. It is a matter of public record that this MUGA is proposed and being
provided in full as part of planning app 19/00364/OUT.
The request fails to meet the CIL tests. It cannot reasonably be claimed that the request is
needed to make the Buryfields development "acceptable in planning terms" if the mitigation is
already funded.
The applicant is not then mitigating their impact. Failing to secure a contribution towards formal
sports means that the application is contrary to the Core Strategy and Developer Contributions
SPD.
The Council will be securing funding where officers know it will not be used for the reported
purpose. This means money will be used elsewhere and planning permission will have been
bought/sold.
Officers should consult Bury Parish Council on qualifying formal sport projects. Failure to do
this will result in a perverse decision having been made.
There are a number of procedural errors which could mean an unlawful decision. The Council
is putting itself at considerable risk of a challenge by Judicial Review.
Certificate B has been signed on 29 November 2018 confirming that notice has been served.
However, it is understood that a resident from Manor Farm Bury is the agricultural tenant of the
application land. Although as a Parish Councillor the person in question is undoubtedly aware
of the application, it remains the fact that their name is missing from Certificate B and in such
circumstances the application is not valid
The Validation Checklist published by Huntingdonshire District Council July 2013 requires "A
location plan (1:1250 or 1:2500) showing direction of north, based upon an up-to-date map
which identifies the site edged red and includes other land owned by the applicant in blue".
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On 29 March 2019 new neighbour consultation letters were issued highlighting new material
namely an "AMENDED Site Location Plan with additional grassland Area" and “AMENDED,
Final Biodiversity calculator". This included Blue land that was not previously identified on the
Site Location Plan dated 3 December 2018.
 It appears that officers have considered this additional information to be of sufficient interest to
have allowed a further consultation period (of 14 days).
 However it is the case that this material should have been received and made publically
available to statutory consultees and the Parish Council at the point of validation. The fact that
it was not means that (a) a 21 day consultation period must take place and (b) the local
planning authority must not consider the application until it has taken into consideration any
and all representations received during that time.
 New consultation letters were issued on 29 March advising people that they had 14 days to
respond (i.e. to 12 April 2019). However the documents "AMENDED Site Location Plan with
additional grassland Area" and “AMENDED, Final Biodiversity calculator" were only published
th
on the website on 1 April 2019 which would go past 12 April 2019.
 The Council have not advertised these proposals as a departure on the site notice (or
presumably within the press). This means the proposals should be re-advertised for 21 days.
 The report makes reference to the site being ‘scrubland’. This is incorrect as it is actively
farmed including last year, although it is grassed at the moment.
 The report makes reference to an off-site contribution towards a project in Ramsey close to
Tesco. However, the report makes no reference as to whether this contribution meets the
statutory tests (especially whether it is 'directly related'). The report states that the distance to
Ramsey is outside an acceptable walking distance (although acceptable for cycling). The site
of the proposed skate park is not within the town centre, but even further away from the
application site. To my knowledge nobody from HDC has discussed potential projects with Bury
PC
Officer response: The above comments will now be addressed below.
Following the amended plans, concerns were still raised regarding issues of highway safety of the
proposed access, the local highway network’s capacity, the impact on the adjacent allocated site
RA7, the fact that brownfield sites should be developed before Greenfield sites, and the lack of
infrastructure capacity amongst other issues. However the amended plans showing the revised
indicative layout and the plan show the blue line for land in the applicant’s ownership are not
affected by these issues. Whilst it is accepted there is still a great deal of local opposition to these
material considerations, they have already been addressed within the officer report with no
objections from the statutory consultees.
Significant correspondence has also been received about Cambridgeshire County Council’s
Education comments being perceived as incomplete. These comments are publicly available so
the Development Management Committee should be aware of these comments. As the report
states it is accepted that there is an education capacity issue within Bury as well as Ramsey, at
Secondary school level. It is stated that the local schools would be at capacity in 5 years as per the
CCC response, and it is acknowledged that this development would exacerbate the issue.
However as stated in the report, education contributions cannot be sought on developments under
200, the development could only generate additional Community Infrastructure Levy contributions.
As stated within the report, the fact that the development would mean children are transported to
other schools within the district would weigh against the scheme in terms of social sustainability.
Allegations have been made that officers have recommended approval and have not listened to
local residents views. It is accepted there is significant local objection to the scheme and local
views have been fully considered. However in the absence of any statutory consultee objections
and given the tilted balance policy position, officers stand by their professional planning
recommendation of approval. Although consultation responses have been received after the
publication of the committee report, these have been taken into account in this document and prior
to the determination of the application at the DMC. It is ultimately down to DMC to determine the
application having regard to the report, addendum report and all other material planning
considerations, including local objections.
Further issues have been raised in terms of adverse impacts on residential amenity, in particular
the impact from the proposed access on Nos 20 and 24 Buryfield. There is no doubt the proposal
would impact these properties compared to the existing conditions of Buryfield. However as stated
within the officer report, there is no objection from Environmental Health on this issue in terms of
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noise and as stated this is not an uncommon relationship for an access to a new development.
Therefore whilst it is accepted there is some harm to properties in Buryfield, unfortunately this is
not deemed significant enough for a refusal. Conditions recommended to mitigate impacts of
construction noise have been added and these timings are standard recommendations from the
Environmental health department. The final use of commercial space would be determined as part
of a reserved matters or full planning application. In these circumstances the Council would have
strict control over the type of use of this commercial space and the mitigation measures around its
future use.
Residents have also commented that a loss of a view should be given far more weight than in the
officer report. However officers can only give significant weight to issues such as overlooking,
overshadowing and loss of light. The loss of a private view is not a material planning consideration.
Whilst the final layout is not yet known, officers are satisfied that the scheme is acceptable in this
regard. Also, the loss of a view of the countryside cannot be considered a reason for refusal.
A comment was made that the history on the application site is contrary to the officer report.
Officers do not disagree that a previous application was refused for residential development on the
site prior to 1990. However the officer report used the term no “relevant” history. As the historic
application is roughly 30 years ago, this is considered to have very limited weight in decision
making.
Concerns have also been made about the way the Council has processed the application. In terms
of certificate B, until the objection in question came to the Council’s attention, there was no reason
to believe this was incorrect. However given the allegation that certificate B is incomplete, the
applicants solicitor has formally clarified that Certificate B is correct.
In terms of the blue land issue on validation and consultation, the Council is satisfied the
application was validated correctly. In terms of consultation, a site location plan with an additional
blue line was advertised with other amended information on Friday 29th March for 14 days.
st
Although a new, slightly bigger blue line plan was submitted and published on 1 April at the
request of the Wildlife Trust, after the application went out for re consultation, this is immaterial.
The main reason the application was re advertised was to allow comments from the Public to show
the land use for ecology and ownership. The fact this blue line area has got slightly larger does not
require further consultation.
It is accepted that the Council has confused the issue of reconsultation slightly by stating it would
accept comments until 12th April 2019 but also stating in a letter notifying people about the
th
Development Management Committee that comments needed to be received by the 11 April
2019. However the original consultation until 12/4/19 takes precedent, but for the avoidance of
th
doubt, all comments received by 15 April 2019 at 11am have been taken into account.
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
Part 3 Article 15 states that applications which are departures and/or adjacent to Public Right of
Ways (like the current application) need to be advertised by site notice and in the press for 21
days, as well as meeting other criteria that the Council has completed. The neighbor objection
states the application hasn’t been advertised as a departure specifically. However the regulations
in the link http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made do not state that the reason
for advertisement needs to be mentioned, as long as it is advertised as per the regulations. The
officer report covers the issue of departure and public right of way advertisement.
An objection has also been received specifically regarding the contributions for the formal open
space, i.e. £42,377 is being secured towards a new MUGA located on Land North West of Tesco,
St Marys Road Ramsey. It is considered, contrary to the neighbour objection, that this contribution
meets the CIL tests in that it is necessary for the development, related to the development and
fairly related to the scale and kind of the development. The contribution is in accordance with the
Council’s Core Strategy and Developer Contributions SPD and was specifically requested by the
Council’s Sport Development Management officer. The development has not been “brought/sold”
because of the contribution, as the development is not reliant on this contribution to be acceptable,
as stated within the officer report the £42,377 is a benefit of the scheme only. The contribution is
considered to be related to the development for the following reason: Whilst it is accepted Ramsey
is a Market Town and Bury is a separate village, they are both combined under policy LP7
(Ramsey Spatial Planning Area) of the Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed
Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission).
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4 (d)

19/00392/PIP

Permission in principle
Land East of 1 The Lane,
application for a single
Easton, PE28 0TY.
residential dwelling
1. Correction to note to paragraph 1.5 of Officer report.
1.1The Tree Preservation Order (which the records also refer to as L/TPO/2017/001) only relates to
the tree on the northern part of the site (identified as ‘T2’ on the tree constraints plan at page 133 of
the report and ‘T1’ on the Tree Preservation Order (TPO).
1.2.The north-western tree (identified as ‘T1’ on the tree constraints plan at page 133 of the report is
not the subject of the confirmed TPO.
1.3. Therefore subsequent references to the ‘TPO trees’ (ie plural) in paras 7.50, 7.53 and 7.64 of
the officer report should be treated superseded and to refer solely to the TPO tree on the northern
part of the site.
2. a) Further third party comments from ‘The House’
–confirm no objection in principle but at technical stage of process will seek following:
-position of new build to follow building line to avoid overlooking of habitable rooms of ‘The House’
by new property
-suggest piling as engineering solution to avoid damage to new house from TPO tree and clay soil
-no passing place needed.
2.b)Officer response -comments noted.
4(e)
18/02756/FUL
Erection of 7 No.
Land at Corner of
dwellinghouses and
Thrapston Road and
associated works
Malting Lane, Ellington,
following demolition of
PE28 0AA
existing buildings

18/02756/FUL Land At Corner Of Thrapston Road And Malting Lane Ellington
1.
Additional information
i)
The applicant submitted (3.4.2019) , to address Environmental Protection Officer concerns
about noise and ventilation impacting on future occupiers of the development,:

a revised Noise Assessment report by Anglia Consultants dated April 2019

a Heat recovery ventilation unit user manual.

a revised layout OV/DB/RCB/11C (extract below): to show the position of proposed 3m high
and 2m high acoustic fencing.

2. Revised description
The description of the development has been revised to include the proposed erection of a
3m high acoustic fence and also to include an enclosure over 1m high west of Malting Lane
in the south east corner of plot 1.
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The description is now ‘Erection of 7 No. dwellinghouses and associated works following
demolition of existing buildings and erection of 3m high acoustic fence and enclosure over
1m high west of Malting Lane in plot 1’.
3. Responses of Ellington Parish Council and HDC Conservation, Urban Design and
Environmental Protection Officers and the occupier of Grove Cottage, Malting Lane on the
revised layout rev C and additional information:

Ellington Parish Council: Parish Councillors would be content for the scheme to be
withdrawn in order to address the concerns and come forward with an improved scheme which
addresses the design principles set out in the Officer’s report. (full response attached)

HDC Conservation: The proposed 3m high acoustic fence to part of the western boundary of
the site will form an unattractive hard edge to the development particularly when viewed across the
open fields to the west of the development site further reinforcing the contrast between this
development site and the character of the wider area and would be harmful to views from the
conservation area.

HDC Urban Design: The proposed section of 3m acoustic fence shown on dwg
OV/DB/RCB/11C would appear visually prominent adjacent to the western boundary from views
looking across the adjacent field and approaching the site from the public footpath. Both the 3m and
2m sections of rear of Plots 4, 5 and 6 would need to be softened with tree planting/vegetation
 HDC Environmental Protection Officer: No objections. The proposed mix of 2m and 3m
high acoustic fence would provide future residents with reasonable protection against A14
noise as long as the fence is maintained during the life of the development. No objections
with regard to noise or odour from the adjoining pumping station. The heat recovery system
appears acceptable. It’s not the equivalent of a wide open window but is much better than a
trickle vent.

Third party at Grove Cottage, Malting Lane: Any response will be reported to DMC.
4. Officer response:

The revised layout 11C (attached at 1 above) should be considered instead of layout 11B
(at page 164 of the DMC report)

The revised description (as set out at 2 above) should be considered instead of the
description in the DMC report.

HDC Environmental Protection Officer’s concerns at para 5.11 of the report have been
overcome by the submitted information.

The applicant has been asked to consider if, in the light of the conservation and urban design
officer responses, off-site landscaping west of the western fences shown on 11C would be proposed
on land in the applicants control or not: Any response will be reported to DMC.
4(k)
18/02192/OUT
70 residential dwellings,
Land West of
together with the
26 to 34 High
provision of a new access Street, Stilton,
from High St, open space PE7 3RA.
and new footpaths/cycle
ways and doctors surgery
Cllr Bywater (Email received 9th April 2019):
Sadly I won’t be able to make this month’s DMC to pass on my verbal comments regarding this
application, hence my email
I have now had occasion to view this planning application and wish to raise a number of concerns.
There is no provisions for a doctors surgery in Stilton and from what I can see there are no plans
being made to create one. I’m concerned of the cumulative effect of developments in the area
versus health provision for Stilton and namely the impacts for surgeries in Sawtry and Yaxley.
I also think the cumulative impacts on traffic from the Haddon development will also have a
significant impact on the local area given the traffic pinch points in Stilton which have been
highlighted by others like Cllr Alban.
Education Provision…..The construction of up to 70 new dwellings in this location, and subsequent
issues with school capacity at Stilton Primary School also weighs heavily against the development on
sustainability grounds due to the need to use private means of transport to get primary school
children to out of catchment schools.
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Finally from my understanding this site was not marked in the HDC Local Plan for 70 dwellings which
I find rather insulting for all the people of Huntingdonshire.
I hope my views can be passed onto the DMC committee accordingly and request they kindly object
to this application
Professor Robert Harris Chief Executive Lakeside Healthcare Group (received 9th April 2019)
I am very happy to again confirm to you and also to Peter (and by extension, the Council), that
having assessed and reviewed the likely health and care needs in Stilton, especially given your
anticipated growth in population numbers, we believe there is a viable opportunity for a branch
surgery to be built in Stilton.
I previously explained to you the funding constraints of NHS England which means that we would be
unable to access additional income to build any premises. We have therefore looked at a
mechanism where your clients build a surgery as part of the planned development, and then transfer
ownership to Lakeside Healthcare Group. Following that we would then take responsibility for
managing and delivering the service from that site. Again, we would not expect to attract extra NHS
funding to do this, but would offset the value of any buildings transferred against our costs in
providing this clinical service.
We support your plans and are happy to be referenced in any application.
th
Agent Andy Campbell (email received 9 April 2019)
Email from agent to all DMC members containing the following:
 Email of Support from Prof. Robert Harris Lakeside Health Group
 Plan of proposed surgery
 Response to Parish noise issue
 Plan indicating distance of development from A1
Members would have already seen this, however in summary the letter from the Lakeside Group
indicates that they are in support of the proposal and would be highly interested in taking over and
running the surgery from the building (plan was provided).
The Parish Council (K.Bull representation within officer report) question the validity of the noise data.
The applicants noise consultant (Acoustic Associates) have responded to this. Full response is
attached to the later representations. HDC Environmental Health offer no objection to the proposal
based on noise and are satisfied with the findings of the submitted noise assessment.
HDC Environmental Health (Comments received 12th April 2019)
AQ:
Whilst it is unfortunate that monitoring is not available for the specific site, it should be noted that it is
rare for application sites to have completed their own site specific AQ monitoring, and government
guidance allows for alternative methods of assessment. It should also be highlighted that HDC
planning Policy LP38 would indicate that an AQ assessment is not required for the size of the
proposed development at this location.
Noise:
The Initial Site Noise Risk Assessment follows the guidance in ProPG Planning & Noise: New
Residential Development. The Guidance also provides information for local authorities on whether a
planning application should be approved. At the highest risk levels of adverse impact from noise the
Guidance states that sites are likely to be less suitable from a noise perspective, however, the risk
levels for this site are not so high we have a reason to object to the planning application.
Examples of mitigation and good acoustic design are outlined in the Initial Site Noise Risk
Assessment and a condition is recommended to ensure these details are approved by the local
planning authority and appropriate internal and external noise levels are achieved in line with
relevant British Standards and World Health Organisation Guidance.
We therefore have nothing to add to our previous comments and consider the proposed land use is
acceptable.
Cllr Tim Alban (emails received 14th April 2019)
Email to DMC members
Whether you've already made your site visit in respect of the above application or whether you plan
to do so this weekend, you will drive (have driven) into Stilton passed the site on North Street where
you turned down outline permission for up to 90 dwellings at your February meeting.
The application you will consider on Monday, has the potential to make even more of an impact on
the village than application you have refused.
Stilton Parish Council have submitted a comprehensive outline of their objections and County
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Councillor Simon Bywater has written outlining his concerns regarding the effect this application, if
passed, might have on education provision in Stilton, which was something I know you referenced
when refusing the application in North Street.
Rather than both of us speak, Councillor Marge Beuttell and I have agreed that I will address the
panel on Monday; I won't detail all my objections now but I would ask you to consider the following:



This is a greenfield site outside the village envelope
The site is off a no through road - once at the site any traffic has nowhere else to go other
than back out through the village
 Just like the application you turned down in North Street, this site is close to the A1M and has
noise and pollution implications
 This site is outside of the existing and proposed Local Plan.
I am really concerned about the accuracy of the monitoring of the noise levels.
The unit used to monitor noise levels was positioned at the rear of a residential property belonging to
one of the applicants so would have been shielded from at least some of the noise levels from the
A1M. I suggest a more accurate record could and should have been taken by placing the monitoring
unit on the proposed development site, which is also owned by one of the applicants.
As you can see from the map and cross-section below, the land rises away from the A1M and there
is a 5m increase in the land level from where the monitoring unit was placed, to the western edge of
the proposed development site and I suggest that the further the proposed houses are away from
the A1M and the immediate shielding of it, the more exposure they will have to traffic noise.

th

K.Bull (email received 14 April 2019)
Having read the recent submissions from the developers and their sound consultants, and having
spoken with Tim Alban, I am very keen that the DMC has sight of the DEFRA sound map that is
referred to in the Sound Report but not included in it. The map shows features that contradict some
of the statements made by the consultant and I believe it is important that the DMC's attention is
drawn to these.
I recognize that this is a very late submission but it would be very useful for proper discussions if it
could be included.
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Neighbour representations received since officer report published (6 additional comments
received since officer report was published)
Summary of the 6 additional representations:
 Drainage still an issue, even after reviewing the Lead Local Flood Authority ‘no objection’
 Maintain that gardens will still become waterlogged
 Neighbour stating that half of the dyke should be in their ownership
 Fully support Parish objections
 Removal of privacy
 Lovely quiet village will be lost
 Applicant has used heavy plant machinery to clear vegetation onsite when they stated in the
ecology report that they would not
 Emissions from the additional cars that the development will bring will be damaging to
children and residents
 Volume of traffic
 Stilton does not have the infrastructure to take any further development
 Noise from the A1
5(a)
18/02719/REM
Reserved Matters,
Wintringham Park,
including appearance,
Cambridge Road, St
landscaping, layout and
Neots.
scale details, for the
erection of 222 dwellings
pursuant to Outline
Planning Permission
17/02308/OUT and a
signed S106 legal
agreement dated 6.11.18.
A revised external lighting scheme was received on 03 April 2019. A 14-day period of re-consultation
th
was undertaken and is due to conclude on the 17 April. Following Publication of the Committee
Report, and pursuant to the period of re-consultation, further representations have been received
from the following Consultees raising the following summarised points:
HDC Urban Design Team:
The revised private lighting proposals shown on dwg LL1049/002 are supported – this now shows
1m lighting bollards along the pedestrian links between Plots 184-185 and 181-206 (southern link to
secondary road) and Plots 28-36 and 35-46 (northern link between road 1 and road 4). This
addresses previous comments. The lighting proposals are now acceptable in design terms.
Designing Out Crime Officer:
I have reviewed the changes to the external lighting plan and am happy to support as I consider that
the Applicant has considered vulnerability to crime. I have no further comments at this stage.
Environment Agency:
We have reviewed the information submitted and have no comments to add to those made in our
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letters AC/20127924/01 dated 21 January 2019 and AC/2017/126411/01 dated 20 November 2017.
Waste Management Plan: There is no legal requirement for a Site Waste Management Plan
(SWMP) under our regulations. Therefore, your Authority should decide if it is acceptable or not. Our
position is that having a SWMP is good practice. The aim is that the SWMP identifies all waste that
will be produced on site and how it will be dealt with in accordance with hierarchy principles and all
relevant legislation. It is suggested that the applicant takes into consideration the legal requirements
including the Duty of Care, Hazardous wastes production /disposal and ensure that their operations
do not cause any pollution to the environment.
South Cambridgeshire District Council:
From the details provided, it appears the site lies entirely within the administrative boundary of
Huntingdonshire District Council, and is not immediately adjoining the boundary of South
Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC).
For information, SCDC notes that close to the administrative boundary line, sites Croxton Park, a
Grade II* Listed Park and Garden, which includes within its boundary a Scheduled Ancient
Monument, Conservation Area and approximately 27 Grade II* and 11 Listed Buildings. There are
two public rights of way (footpaths ref. 59/4 and 59/5) that connect Croxton to the footpath network
within Huntingdonshire District.
Having reviewed the details provided, and in light of the LVIA and comments from Historic England
under the outline application SCDC does not wish to raise any formal comments in respect of the
application, and consider it unlikely there would be a materially adverse impact to the above
identified constraints within SCDC by virtue of the distance to the development, though as always the
decision maker should satisfy themselves to that effect.
Officer Response:
In light of the comments received from the HDC Urban Design and the Designing Out Crime Officer,
Officers no longer consider it necessary for a condition to be imposed to secure the submission of an
‘alternative external lighting scheme’. The list of recommended conditions has been updated
accordingly.
The comments received from the Environment Agency are noted. Paragraph 7.80 of the Committee
Report takes account of the Environment Agency’s comments dated 21 January 2019. The
comments received from the Environment Agency dated 20 November 2017 relate to the hybrid
permission (17/02308/OUT) and as such were taken into account in the determination of that
application. Paragraph 7.87 of the Committee Report notes that a Site Waste Management Plan has
been submitted such to accord with requirements of criterion h) of Condition 12 appended to the
hybrid permission.
The comments of South Cambridgeshire District Council are noted. The designated heritage assets
and public rights of way referred to are situated within the District of South Cambridgeshire; the
boundary for which is situated approximately 3.3kilometers east of the application site. Given the
significant separation distance between the application site and these designated heritage assets
and public rights of way, Officers consider that the proposed development would not have a
materially adverse impact upon these constraints.
Amended plans were received on 11th April 2019, removing the multiple red lines shown on the
submitted plans and using a red line solely to identify the extent of the application site; such to
prevent any confusion. An additional plan was also submitted to show the garage car ports to Road
8. Due to the very limited nature of the revisions, a further period of re-consultation has not been
undertaken.
Taking account of the additional comments received from Consultees and the submission of
amended plans, the Officer recommendation remains one of approval, subject to the imposition of
conditions.
Recommendation:
As set out above, the period of re-consultation with regards to the external lighting scheme ends on
17th April 2019. The Officer recommendation is therefore updated to reflect the on-going period of reconsultation further to the submission of the revised external lighting scheme and the recommended
list of conditions have been revised. Resolution is sought from the Development Management
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Committee to delegate the final decision to the Head of Development once the on-going consultation
exercise has been concluded and provided that no new significant material planning considerations
are raised as a result of this late ongoing consultation regarding external lighting.
Recommendation - APPROVAL subject to conditions to include those listed below.
Conditions:
• In accordance with approved plans
• Details of cycle stores - to be provided prior to occupation and retained thereafter
• Remove Means of enclosure PD rights to plots 28 to 31 and 36 to 45
• Materials (to include render colour and sample of brickwork)
• Architectural details
• Personnel doors to garages
• Details of balcony screens
• Method of demarcating parking spaces
• Implementation of electric supply points to support the provision of electric vehicle charging
• Boundary treatments erected prior to occupation
• Alternative Soft Landscaping Specification including programme of implementation
• Tree pit details
• Landscape Management Plan including schedule of implementation
• Alternative surface finish to be used to the paths within the pocket parks
• Alternative details of future management and maintenance of the proposed streets
• Construction of roads to binder course prior to occupation of the dwellings,
• Provision and retention of visibility splays
• No tree/shrub clearance should be undertaken during the bird breeding season
• Bench details
• Refuse storage - to be provided prior to occupation of the dwelling it serves and retained thereafter
• Finished floor levels and site levels
• Boundary treatments provided prior to occupation of the dwelling it serves
• Alternative details for the rear boundary of plots 78-79 to include planting to the parking area
• Alternative location of gates between plots 125/126 and 135/136 leading also to 124 &137.
• Adherence to CEMP
• Parking and lighting to be provided prior to occupation of the dwelling it serves
• Development to be carried out in accordance with the compliance statements and documents
submitted pursuant to condition 12 of the hybrid permission, unless alternative details are agreed by
the Local Planning Authority through discharge of the conditions above
5 (b)

18/02240/FUL

Erection of portal
building extension.

Cotton Farm, Offord
Road, Graveley, St
Neots PE19 6PU

1.
Offord Parish Council Objection has been withdrawn (12.4.2019) in light of additional
information from applicant about current traffic route using the Manor Farm store and proposed
traffic routes using the proposed replacement extension at Cotton Farm (11.4.2019)-see attached
documents. There are therefore now no objections to the proposal.
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2.
Officer comment: The Parish Council ask if it is ‘possible to have the proposed traffic routes
shown on the applicant’s submission made a condition of the permission’. However, it is
considered that it would be unreasonable and difficult to enforce such a condition for this proposed
extension to a building. It is therefore not proposed to impose a condition on the use of the
proposed traffic routes indicated on the plan submitted on 11.4.2019.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ellington Parish Council Clerk <Clerk@ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk>
10 April 2019 11:01
Lindsay, Sheila (Plan. Serv.)
Re: 18/02756/FUL - Land At Corner Of Thrapston Road And Malting Lane,
Ellington regarding A14 noise- email 1.

Dear Sheila
I have been authorised by the PC to send this update to you.
Thank you for sending through details of the acoustic barrier and the Officers Report.
Parish Councillors recommended approval at their meeting on 4th March. Members cited improvements to the
street scene, the design and style of the homes was in-keeping with the rural setting; varied sizes of plots, the
footpath is kept open, and an element of reinstating cottages that were hitherto present on the site.
The acoustic barrier is welcomed, though the presence of overhead power lines and the closeness to the A14 must
be borne in mind.
Members note the Urban Design report recommends withdrawing the application and resubmitting a revised
scheme which is based on the layout provided in the urban design response to the 18/70055/PENQ enquiry. In view
of the significant number of concerns raised by the Officer which are repeated by the Case Officer, Parish Councillors
would be content for the scheme to be withdrawn in order to address these concerns and come forward with an
improved scheme which addresses the design principles set out in the Officer’s report.
Darren Tysoe
Clerk, Ellington Parish Council
T: +44 7940 870 259
W: www.ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk
E: clerk@ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk
Grove Cottage, Malting Lane, Ellington, Huntingdon. PE28 0AA.
Disclaimer:
This email may contain confidential information and may be privileged. If you are not the intended addressee you
may not use, forward, copy or disclose any information contained in this message. If you have received this email in
error, please advise the sender immediately and delete this email.
On 4 Apr 2019, at 16:31, Lindsay, Sheila (Plan. Serv.) <Sheila.Lindsay@huntingdonshire.gov.uk> wrote:
Dear Mr Tysoe,
We have just received revised acoustic information for the above planning application.
I attach the plan and I will forward you the acoustic report that goes with it separately The
scheme includes a 3m high fence which is not so far from your property Grove Cottage and
is by the A14. Fences over 2m high will need planning permission in their own right and
fences over 1m next to the highway need permission too.
1
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The application is due to be considered by Development Management Committee on
Monday 15th April and I wonder if:
i)the Parish Council and
ii)you as neighbour may be able to comment on this proposal before the meeting (preferably
by midday next Thursday if possible) or not?
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any
queries about this.
regards
Sheila Lindsay
Senior Development Management Officer (South Team)
Development Services
Corporate Delivery
Huntingdonshire District Council
Pathfinder House, St Marys Street
Huntingdon
PE29 3TN

Tel: 01480 388247 (direct dial)
Email: sheila.lindsay@huntingdonshire.gov.uk
Please visit the Planning Pages of our new website at
http://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/planning for all planning related enquiries, including full
details of the pre-application services we are providing.
Any comments represent the informal opinion of an officer of Huntingdonshire District Council. These
comments are made without prejudice to any eventual determination through the planning process.

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use
by the recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that
any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived

<FF0C158B56B611E9BF010023246C3FF3.pdf>
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April 2019 item 5b: 18/02240/FUL Cotton Farm Offord
Parish Council response to additional information from applicant
From: Offords Parish Clerk [mailto:clerk@offords-pc.gov.uk]
Sent: 12 April 2019 11:36
To: Lindsay, Sheila (Plan. Serv.)
Subject: Re: Cotton Farm 18/02240/FUL and Offord PC Objection and applicant response
Dear Sheila,
Many thanks for this additional information which has proved very useful.
As you know, Council’s objections were purely concerned with traffic movements and had these
maps been on the original application it would have recommended approval. Therefore, I have
been asked to let you know that their objection has been withdrawn and our Chairman will not
be attending the meeting on Monday. Is it possible to have these routes made a condition of
the permission please? I ask because assurances from a previous application were not
adhered to.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Kind regards Jackie
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