Dear Councillor
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE - MONDAY, 15 JULY 2019
I am now able to enclose for consideration at the above meeting the following
reports that were unavailable when the agenda was printed.
Agenda Item
No.

LATE REPRESENTATIONS (Pages 3 - 62)
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 15 July 2019
LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY
Agenda Item
Number
3 (a)

Planning Reference

Description

18/02485/REM

Approval of Reserved
Matters (including full
details of the
appearance, layout,
scale and landscaping)
in relation to the
construction of 180
dwellings, demolition of
the garage belonging to
24 Mayfield, highways,
open space, play space,
structural landscaping
and all other associated
infrastructure.
Update to paragraph 7.10 (page 17) of the Committee report:

Address
Land Off Lucks Lane
And West And South
Of The Osiers And
Springfield Close
Buckden

Buckden Parish Council’s Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) is available to view here
http://www.parishcouncilwebsite.co.uk/news/noticefile.php?id=650 and it recommends,
“the dwelling mix for new housing delivered over the Plan period be 10.8% one bedroom,
36.1% 2 bedroom and 53.1% three bedroom dwellings, with no further supply of
dwellings with four or more bedrooms” (paragraph 13). This is to balance out the present
weighting toward larger units in the village by providing additional smaller dwellings.
The applicant’s views on Buckden’s HNA are summarised as follows:
•
•
•

•
•

•

The HNA is yet to be fully considered by Huntingdonshire DC or reflected in a planning
policy, which would need to be subject to public consultation.
The prescriptive housing mix recommendation will undermine housing deliverability and the
viability of schemes causing conflict with the strategic policies of the Local Plan.
The relevant document to assess this application against is the Cambridgeshire Strategic
Housing Market Assessment 2013 (SHMA) which relates to district need. The Luck’s Lane,
Buckden site is an allocation in the Local Plan and is allocated to assist in meeting the needs
of the district, not just Buckden.
The HNA fails to take into account specific affordable housing needs.
Policy LP25: Housing Mix forms the adopted policy against which the Reserved Matters
scheme should be assessed. This policy seeks development to provide a mix of house sizes,
types and tenures, delivering 33% four bedroom dwellings and thus is in broad compliance
with the SHMA and Policy LP25. The applicant also wishes to remind the Council that some
of the rooms in four bedroom dwellings could be used for a purpose other than a bedroom as
such there is flexibility installed into the mix to meet the recommendations of the SHMA.
The application of Policy LP 25 lists all factors to be taken into account in the assessment of
an appropriate housing mix. The HNA is just one of these factors and its findings need to be
weighed up against all other matters raised in the above appraisal, which demonstrates the
proposed schemes compliance with planning policy and important issues regarding the
content and application of the HNA.

Officer response: The Buckden Parish Council HNA has been prepared to inform the policies in a
neighbourhood plan which is currently being drafted. Any policy arising from this assessment
would need to be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan to 2036. The
Buckden HNA and any resultant policies have not yet been published for public consultation in
any form and will ultimately need to be subject to an independent examination and referendum
before becoming part of the statutory development plan.
This site is allocated as BU2 in the Local Plan which is defined as a strategic policy and promotes
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approximately 165 homes to ensure that with the 10% flexibility built in to allocations the 180
dwellings allowed for in the outline is not exceeded. This number takes into account the indicative
mix contained in the Cambridge sub-region housing market assessment (2013) and has been
subject to broad viability testing based on these assumptions.
If this application (which is at advanced stage in its determination) was amended to reflect the
Buckden HNA, it would result in a fundamental change to the site’s housing mix. The resultant
mix would be at odds with the SHMA and at odds with the market led housing mix derived by the
homebuilder’s market research of housing demand in the area, compromising the viability of the
development and housing delivery. Taking account of these factors and the requirements of the
Local Plan Policy LP26 Housing Mix, it is considered that refusal of the application on the basis of
housing mix could not be robustly defended and therefore it is not recommended that changes to
the housing mix be secured.
The following table shows a comparison of housing mix between the Buckden HNA, the Council’s
SHMA and the reserved matters application:
Buckden HNA
1 bed
2 bed
3 bed
4 bed

SHMA 2013
11%
36%
53%
0%

Application

4%
16-42%
26-60%
Up to 30%

4%
27%
36%
33%

Update to paragraph 5.1 (page 12) of the Committee report;
Buckden Parish Council has challenged the County Council’s (as Lead Local Flood Authority LLFA) rationale for confirming that it does not object to the proposal on the grounds of surface
water drainage (the LLFA had previously objected). Refer to attached email dated 8 July.
Planning Officers have considered the comments made but do not find that this changes the
conclusions reached in paragraphs 5.3 and 7.64-7.65 of the report. The detailed design of the
drainage of the site remains a matter for determination under the planning conditions. The LLFA is
a Statutory Consultee and the Courts have held that a decision-maker should give the views of
statutory consultees “great" or "considerable" weight and that a departure from those views
requires “cogent and compelling reasons”. Refer to Shadwell Estates Ltd. v Breckland DC [2013]
EWHC 12 (Admin),
Buckden Parish Council has written to Committee Members (refer to attached email from the
Chair of the Parish Council dated 11 July 2019) copy attached) to raise concerns over the
safety of the A1/Stirtloe Lane junction and a copy is attached. Officer response: Public concern
over the safety of the A1/Stirtloe Lane junction is noted. However, the junction has been upgraded
in accordance with the requirements of condition 23 of the outline planning permission and it forms
no part of any reserved matter and is not up for consideration at Monday’s committee meeting.
The disagreement over the safety of the A1/Stirtloe Lane junction was substantially settled by the
Planning Inspector who accepted Highways England’s (as Statutory consultee) reasoning at the
Appeal that an upgraded junction would address highway safety concerns with the junction. The
Parish Council’s letter refers to concerns with a safety audit of the junction and this is a matter for
Highways England to consider separately and has no bearing on the reserved matters.
Update to paragraphs 6.1 (page 15) of the Committee report:
Protect Buckden’s Future Group (PBFG) (c/o 16 The Osiers) submitted to DMC
members on 8 July an email raising the following summarised issues:
•

A) Highways England and Cambs CC Traffic approved the construction of the Stirtloe
Lane/A1 junction. Why did HDCPD (HDC Planning Department) not exercise due diligence
and question those agencies regarding this? Officer response: the safety of the A1/Stirtloe
Lane junction is not a reserved matter and is not a matter for consideration by the
Committee. At Appeal, the Planning Inspector accepted Highways England’s reasoning
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that an upgraded junction would address highway safety concerns with the junction.
•

B) PBFG have repeatedly reminded the HDCPD that the Planning Inspectorate in their
Appeal decision insisted that the majority of the two ancient and ecologically important
hedges lining Lucks Lane be retained in order to prevent the coalescence of the hamlet of
Stirtloe with the village of Buckden. The developer has now provided documents at the last
minute showing that, rather than just the short sections of hedge required to permit access
to the site, they will destroy all of both hedges. HDCPD officers have approved the
developer’s destruction of both hedges, thus coalescing Stirtloe and Buckden, contrary to
the Inspector’s Condition. Why? Officer response: the Planning Inspector acknowledged
that forming a vehicle access from the development Lucks Lane would require hedgerow to
be removed and replacement hedgerow planted. The reserved matters retain the majority
of the boundary hedgerows consistent with the Inspector’s decision letter (viewable in the
Green Papers section of the Committee report) in para 31 and replacement hedgerow is
proposed. The Inspector said in para. 31 of his decision: “The existing arable field would
be lost and some existing hedgerow would need to be removed to accommodate the site
access and highway modifications but these would be replanted and would assist in
mitigating this loss over time, combined with the additional landscaping and open space.
The majority of the boundary hedgerows, the only significant landscape features of the site,
would be retained”.

•

C) The Lead Flood Agency has recently contradicted their previous refusal
recommendation, while the developer’s plan to significantly increase ground levels on their
site threatening flooding to existing properties remains unchanged. HDC have not
exercised due diligence and challenged the County Council on this. Officer response: the
County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority has explained its rationale for not objecting
to the application and this is recorded in paragraph 5.3 and 7.64-7.65 of the Committee
Report and is further explained in the email exchange (dated 8 July 2019 copy attached)
between it and Buckden Parish Council. Planning Officers have considered the comments
made but do not find that this changes the conclusions reached in paragraphs 5.3 and
7.64-7.65 of the report. The detailed design of the drainage of the site remains a matter for
determination under the planning conditions.

•

D) PBFG have lodged 24 well-researched, valid under planning regulations and responsible
major objections with them. HDC dismissed 23 of them. The one time they agreed with us
was when we produced their own document to them contradicting their viewpoint. A further
64 less significant concerns were. rejected. HDC sided with remote developers on 87 of 88
matters. The voting, tax-paying public are referred to as ‘complainants’ and the developer is
called the ‘applicant’ or ‘client’. HDC bow to the daily pressure of a national developer.
Officer response; we cannot make a specific comment without understanding the detailed
specifics of these objections.

ENDS

3(b)

19/00287/FUL

Re-plan of planning
permission
1401659OUT and
18/00633/REM.
Substitute housetypes
and increase overall
number of dwellings
from 80 to 85.

Land East Of Glebe
Farm
Gidding Road
Sawtry

Cllr Simon Bywater
‘Further to my recent email below ref 19/01294/FUL - My objections below echo the same reasons
as to why I object to this application which goes before DMC on the 15th of July.
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This is a further additional 7 houses on this site . 14 in total being submitted in small instalments in
the hope the wider impact on flooding isnt recognised.
I would urge members of the DMC to consider the wider implications of these applications and reject
this change to the original plan given the wide spread flooding concerns in Sawtry that the
community has.’

Email from Cllr Simon Bywater in relation to proposal reference 19/01294/FUL (currently
under consideration)
Thank you for your recent letter notification regarding this application.
I wish to place on record my objection to this additional application for 7 dwellings.
Only two weeks ago we had substantial flooding in the Sawtry where I was told by CC Highways
officers that residents in Ewingswood Close Sawtry couldn’t connect their 1980s soak away drains to
the main drain in the village as there wasn’t capacity in the system for additional surface run off. This
Additional housing will only compound and add to the problem in the lower part of the village. There
was also significant flooding on the High street (near to Sawtry Brook) which I haven’t witnessed in
over 20 years of living in the village!
Who has recalculated and agreed the additional surface water run off that will impact on the lower
reaches of the village and drain infrastructure?
As a member of The Sawtry Internal Drainage board I know for a fact the board has raised flooding
concerns and dispersing capacity during heavy rainfall as witnessed two weeks ago.
As you will see I have taken photos of the current drainage ditch at the rear of the village which runs
from the Mulberry’s to St Judith’s. It is a clear example of lack of maintenance (That’s before 295
Bovis houses are built opposite these 7 dwellings and feed into this ditch!)
I fear the same lack of maintenance will happen on the Linden site (despite assurances) and impact
Sawtry Brook adding to the dreadful problems already being witnessed in the village during heavy
rain.
If my memory serves me correctly the area for these 7 dwellings was kept for nature and Newts? So
why has it now become available.
In short I object to this application. Huntingdonshire District Council is within its housing need and
quite frankly Sawtry has done its bit for housing supply in the district without raising more flooding
risk to our residents!
3(c )

19/00514/S73

Variation of conditions
2 and 3 on Application
Reference Number:
17/01817/FUL to allow
drawings listed in table
as 16007/P03,
16007/P06, 16007/P07 to
be substituted with
18020/PL01 and
18020/PL02.

Olive Mede
Hawthorn Road
Yaxley
Peterborough
PE7 3JP

No late representations

3(d)

18/02505/FUL

Erection of two storey The Elms
detached dwelling.
School Road
Broughton
Huntingdon

6

PE28 3AT
In addition to the Parish Council comment reported in the Officer report, and subsequent
emails sent to Members from Jacob Jaarsma (10 July 2019) with all Parish Council
comments attached that have been received during the application process, the Parish
Council have made a further comment and provided photos (ATTACHED):
-amendments do not address concerns of Broughton Parish Council
-Broughton Parish Council endorse third party letters and make them part of their
response.

A neighbour comment has also been received raising the following concerns:
-hope that all concerned will have visited the site
- unadopted track by the side of the Village Hall [the old school] has a degree of hardstanding only as far as allowing vehicle access to three dwellings
-Whenever there is any function in the village there is considerable inconsiderate,
extensive, dangerous, obstructive and obscuring parking throughout.
-This narrow access lane is also the start of a well used public right of way/footpath, and
field access track, beyond the area of hard-standing.
-Increased vehicular movements would increase risk.
-this application would have a detrimental impact on the amenity of immediate
neighbours and the community, and is unacceptable in terms of highway and public
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rights of way safety.
Officer response: These issues have been addressed in the officer report. CCC
Highways as the Local Highway Authority and CCC Rights of Way have not objected to
the proposal.

3(e)

19/00461/FUL

Demolition of existing
Class B1 and B8
buildings and
redevelopment for eight
dwellings

Brook Farm
Earith Road
Colne
Huntingdon
PE28 3NL

Conversion of public
house and alterations
to form dwelling

King William IV
1 High Street
Fenstanton
PE28 9JF

No late representations

3(f)

19/00143/LBC

ADDENDUM REPORT
Recommendation – Approve, as per the conditions recommended in Section 8 of the report.
Asset of Community Value (ACV) nomination
Subsequent to the Officer Report, the case officer has been advised by Huntingdonshire District
Council’s Corporate Office that Fenstanton Parish Council has provided additional information on
5th July 2019 to support the Asset of Community Value nomination that was submitted back in
February 2019, but was invalid due to insufficient information.
The additional information that has been submitted by Fenstanton Parish Council includes:
a Survey Monkey consisting of the following 11 questions:
Q1. Do you think we should retain a third pub in the village? 165 answered, 0 skipped question.
Q2. Over recent times, how often did you use the King Bill (King William) when it was open? 165
answered, 0 skipped question.
Q3. What did you visit the King Bill for? 160 answered, 5 skipped question.
Q4. If you currently use an alternative pub, where do you go? 154 answered, 11 skipped question.
Q5. Would you like to see the King Bill re-open as a pub? 165 answered, 0 skipped question.
Q6. What would you like to change if the King Bill was to re-open? 156 answered, 9 skipped
question.
Q7. If the King Bill does re-open, will you use it? 165 answered, 0 skipped question.
Q8. If the opportunity arose, do you think a co-operative run pub would be a good idea? 155
answered, 10 skipped question.
Q9. Which services would you like to see offered? 150 answered, 15 skipped question.
Q10. Would you like to see additional services added to the pub? 114 answered, 51 skipped
question.
Q11. Would you be interested in being part of a co-operative? 153 answered, 12 skipped question.
Of most relevance in the Survey:
Q2 – 43 out of 165 (26% combined total) used the King Bill on a weekly basis when it was open.
The options were daily, weekly, monthly, every now and then or never.
Q5 – 147 out of 165 (89.09%) want to see the King Bill re-open as a pub.
Q7 – 131 out of 165 (79.39%) said they would definitely use the King Bill if it re-opened as a pub. It
should be noted that the options were definitely, possibly, unlikely or not at all. These options are
inconsistent with the options in Q2 and would have given a better comparison of the level of
support.
Q8 – 85 out of 155 (54.84%) said that they thought a co-operative run pub would be a good idea.
Q11 – 40 out of 153 (26.14% combined total) said that they would be interested in being part of a
co-operative as either a shareholder or as a volunteer; with 81 out of 153 (52.94%) wanting more
information.
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Whilst it is noted that evidence of significantly increased community support has now come forward
in the form of this questionnaire (compared to when the application was originally submitted and
during the initial public consultation period – 9 comments received – 7 objecting, 2 in support), it
should be noted that the 165 respondents represents only 6.5% of 2526 population aged between
20-85+ in Fenstanton (data taken from ‘Cambridgeshire Insight’ of Fenstanton population in 2017).
As stated in paragraphs 7.1-7.8 of the officer report, the property was marketed for a continuous
period of at least 12 months prior to the Applicant purchasing the property back in October 2018.
This is in accordance with policy LP22 of the Local Plan.
The change of use would also contribute to securing the long-term maintenance and management
of the heritage asset in accordance with policy LP34 of the Local Plan.
At this stage the property in question is the subject of an ACV nomination and can only be afforded
limited weight in the planning balance and therefore should not be a reason to delay a decision. It
remains the case that alternative equivalent facilities exist in the village to meet current community
need. As the nominated property is currently vacant, and whilst the nomination expresses an
indication of future aspirations for its use there is no certainty over their delivery – hence the
reason why it can only be afforded limited weight.
Even if it was listed as an ACV, this only gives a 6 month period for interested parties to put in a
bid to buy a property and would not be listed as an ACV in perpetuity. The owner may not sell the
ACV to anyone during the 6 month period, apart from a community interest group. At the end of
the 6 month period, the owner may sell the ACV to whoever they choose.
RECOMMENDATION – Members are requested to approve the applications, subject to the
conditions in section 8 (page 197) of the report.

3(g)

19/00621/FUL

Re-plan of plots 57-60,
65, 66, 91-94 consented
under existing planning
permission 1401852OUT
and
18/00916/REM.
Substitute house types
and increase overall
number of dwellings
from 90 to 94.

Land At Junction Of
Field Road And
Blenheim Road
Ramsey

Outline
planning
permission for the
residential
development of 0.38 ha
of land to form up to 4
dwellings
including
access details and other
associated works

Land
North
Rookery Cottages
Kimbolton Road
Stow Longa

No late representations

3(h)

19/00464/OUT

No late representations
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sylvester, Gavin (Planning)
Sylvester, Gavin (Planning)
FW: Lucks Lane - Comments from Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) - PLEASE READ
09 July 2019 14:25:00

From: Ellis Hilary <Hilary.Ellis@cambridgeshire.gov.uk>
Sent: 08 July 2019 09:56
To: buckdenparishcouncil.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Lucks Lane - Comments from Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) - PLEASE READ
Good morning (name redacted GPDR)
Having just come back from leave, I’m working through emails in order and you’ll note that I
initially replied to your email of 5th July before seeing this one. I have however reviewed your
email below and would like to respond to each of your questions.
Firstly, in terms of what has changed, we received a letter from Pegasus which has confirmed
that the gardens will be finished with ‘free-draining material’. We believe that this, coupled with
a distance of (at minimum) 22 m between neighbouring properties is sufficient at reserved
matters stage to give us the comfort that any risk of flooding associated with this can be
adequately mitigated. They have also confirmed in their latest letter that further drainage
measures could be secured (if required) as part of the discharge of planning condition stage. For
avoidance of doubt, the use of free draining soils on these gardens is now something that we will
be requiring at the discharge of condition stage.
Moving onto your other queries in order:
1.

The developer is required to discharge their surface water drainage condition prior to
building work commencing. This will require full detailed design of the drainage system
and this will be submitted to the LPA for approval. The LPA will consult us and other
technical consultees (e.g. Anglian Water, Environment Agency) as part of the process
HDC will use these responses to determine whether to discharge the condition. Until this
has occurred, building work cannot be commenced. We don’t envisage any changes
would be required to the building designs themselves, if anything there could be
additional measures added to gardens and it is not uncommon for this to happen
following reserved matters approval.
2. The site already has planning approval in outline form; however they are still required to
discharge all associated conditions. As I’ve highlighted above, building work cannot be
commenced until the drainage condition has been discharged by HDC. If the developer
did not take on-board any actions that we require, then we would not recommend the
discharge of the condition.

You have also asked about the contamination issue. As we discussed on the phone, if there is a
potential of contamination then of course we are concerned and in this sense nothing has
changed. However, as our remit is surface water drainage and flood risk, we are by no means
contamination specialists. Upon speaking with my manager, it was felt that as the Environment
Agency who specialise in contamination issues is satisfied with the proposal we would have no
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legal grounding to object on these grounds (particularly as the application relates to appearance,
layout, scale and landscaping).
When the application to discharge surface water comes in, the documents will all be made
public as with the reserved matters application and therefore you’ll have the opportunity to
comment. It may also be helpful to discuss the proposals with you either over the phone or at
one of our offices to ensure we are all satisfied the proposals.
I hope the above answers your questions but please let me know if you’d like to ask anything
else.
Kind regards,
Hilary Ellis
Principal Sustainable Drainage Officer / Flood Risk Contract Manager
Phone: 01223 703289 / 07500 063286

From: @buckdenparishcouncil.org.uk]
Sent: 06 July 2019 20:58
To: Ellis Hilary <Hilary.Ellis@cambridgeshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Lucks Lane - Comments from Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) - PLEASE READ
Importance: High
Dear Hilary,
I am writing to you following confirmation from Huntingdon District Council (HDC) that the Lucks
Lane reserved matters planning application is going to Development Management Committee
(DMC) on Monday 15th July 2019. In my previous note I expressed concern that Buckden Parish
Council has not been kept informed with regards to your formal response to HDC in contrast to
your note below.
In our telephone conversation, of circa 14th June, you were firm that the proposal from the Bloor
developers was not sound and that the houses surrounding the development were, in your
opinion, at risk of flooding, primarily due to the increase in height between the development and
its surrounding properties. I note in your attached letter to HDC that you have removed your
objection and I formally ask, ‘What has changed?’
Your colleague (name redacted GDPR), has kindly forwarded me your response to HDC, which
was not available to us on the HDC Planning Portal when the announcement of the DMC was
received. It appears that the application is being rushed through the DMC before all of the
concerns over the reserved matters have been fully addressed. In particular, I believe that the
detailed drainage design of the site needs to be agreed before your objection is removed for the
following reasons:

12

1.

The detailed drainage design is a key part of the overall site layout and needs to be in
place prior to building work commencing. Furthermore, if mitigation, such as the
requirement to install pumping equipment is required, this needs to be known prior to
the agreement of planning. It is obvious that retrofitting mitigation requirements into
existing or partially completed building designs will be expensive for the developer and
most likely lead to an inadequate solution for residents both of the development and
surrounding properties. Hence, agreement on detailed drainage design must be agreed
prior to this being presented to the DMC.
2. It seems likely that, if the planning application is approved at the DMC, the developer
will become less inclined to take on-board and action any recommendations that the
LLFA makes. This will potentially leave an inadequate solution for residents, leaving
solicitors, Parish, District and County Councils to deal with the fall-out. The developer
will have taken its profits and will be long gone by this stage.
The Parish Council has met with HDC and we understand the pressures that District Councils are
under to meet house number requirements set by the Local Plan. Too often, we are seeing that
science/engineering is being over-ruled by politics and the pressure to build houses – if 22m of
run-off was inadequate, on hydro-carbon contaminated ground, that contains active springs, on
the 14th June, it still is today. Again I ask, ‘What has changed?’
Specifically, for this site, which is likely to be supersaturated with water due to rain and artesian
springs for much of the year, a 22m run-off seems inadequate. As a BSc / Msc Geologist I would
expect slope to be the significant factor, rather than the distance, where there is a high water
table and the ground is water saturated. Hence, due to the slope introduced by the proposed
development, the risk of run-off flooding to adjacent properties from the Lucks Lane
development is likely to be high.
It is the view of Buckden Parish Council Large-Scale Development Committee that new
developments should not adversely have an effect on its surrounding properties. In this case, it
appears that the properties surrounding the development are likely to be the innocent victims
should an incorrect decision be made. Additionally, the liability for any flooding that occurs is
likely to be carried by the residents of the new development and it seems unlikely that they will
be made aware of this at the point of sale. Should flooding occur, post development, then
residents of the new development and existing properties will have extreme difficulty in insuring
their homes.
Potentially, a pumped solution would be better – it may create maintenance challenges for the
development’s residents in the future, but would provide a more confident, insurable, solution
than is currently being put forward and would, most importantly, make clear to any potential
purchasers, at the outset, their responsibilities and liabilities to the surrounding properties in this
regard.
In summary, I strongly recommend that you reinstate your objection to the approval of reserved
matters until the detailed drainage design has been agreed with the developers. It is vital that
the risk and responsibility is taken by the developers and the residents of the new Lucks Lane
development to ensure that surface and artesian water drainage does not impact neighbouring
properties. At the moment the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), by removing its objection, has
effectively accepted the risk of flooding on behalf of the homes and properties that are adjacent
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to the Lucks Lane site without their knowledge – this is an inappropriate decision and may result
in litigation against Cambridgeshire County Council in the future.
I have cc’d Gavin Sylvester, as the responsible Planning Officer at HDC, to make him aware of this
complaint and to allow him time to take action to ensure that the reserved matters for the Lucks
Lane application are deferred from the agenda of the Development Management Committee
(DMC), on Monday 15th July 2019. They can be reinstated when the detailed drainage design
has been agreed with the developers.
The reserved matters planning application looks like it’s being rushed with due process being
overridden. There is a real danger of short-term and incorrect decision being made with both
existing and new Buckden residents lives and properties being seriously impacted in the longterm. Hence, on behalf of Buckden Parish Council and due to the long-term gravity of the issue, I
will immediately take this matter to the Local Government and Social Care Ombudsman for
investigation, should a satisfactory conclusion not be achieved.
I appreciate that you are not back in the office until 10th July and the DMC is on the 15th so
prompt action confirming your objection reinstatement would be appreciated. Please can you
communicate to both my Gmail and Parish Council email accounts as I will be on holiday when
you return and will not be receiving emails to my Parish Council email account.
Thank you for your support,
Name redacted GDPR
Buckden Parish Councillor
Chair Large-Scale Planning Committee
This email or any attachment is confidential, intended for the addressee only. If the email has been mis-directed
please delete it and inform the sender. The email does not contain any personal data as defined under the
General Data Protection Regulation 2018 (GDPR) however correspondence with the Council may be viewed by
other authorised persons or organisations under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA). If you believe
that you cannot process this correspondence without the personal data you must contact the Council to
arrange a sharing agreement under the terms of the GDPR.
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From: ahowelljones@buckdenparishcouncil.org.uk <ahowelljones@buckdenparishcouncil.org.uk>
Sent: 11 July 2019 08:37
To: Sylvester, Gavin (Planning) <Gavin.Sylvester@huntingdonshire.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Development Management Committee 15th July 2019 18/02485/REM Lucks Lane
Hi Gavin
I have attached a copy of an e mail I have sent to DMC members.
Given the seriousness of this issue I believe they must be made aware of it.
Consider the reaction should there be a major incident at this junction and the risks had not been
drawn to their attention.
I would very much appreciate a hearing on Monday and will be there anyway.
I hope you are able to reconsider your earlier position.
Anne Howell-Jones (Chair Buckden Parish Council)
This email or any attachment is confidential, intended for the addressee only. If the email has been misdirected please delete it and inform the sender. The email may contain personal data as defined under the
General Data Protection Regulation 2018 (GDPR). Please note that where permitted under GDPR,
correspondence with the Council may be viewed by other authorised persons or organisations under the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA). If you believe that you cannot process this correspondence without
the personal data you must contact the Council to arrange a sharing agreement under the terms of the GDPR.

Subject: Development Management Committee 15th July 2019 18/02485/REM Lucks Lane
Dear Councillors
I have attached a document which sets out the concerns of Buckden Parish Council in relation to the
junction of Stirtloe Lane and the A1, which is associated with the above planning application. I am
advised by Gavin Sylvester that I may not raise this subject with you at Monday’s meeting. I am
unaware of the DMC having made a decision in relation to this matter and given the very real risk to
life created by the current situation I believe you should be aware of the issue.
Stirtloe Lane which is just south of the Buckden roundabout, joins the A1 at a right angle with no
acceleration/deceleration lanes. The speed limit is 50mph rising to 60mph a few yards beyond the
junction. There were two deaths at a very similar junction with the A1 at Diddington, less than a mile
from Stirtloe Lane. Diddington has only 44 homes. As a result the landowner installed
acceleration/deceleration lanes (our preferred solution at Stirtloe Lane) and no major problems have
occurred since.
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There have been two recent accidents at the Stirtloe Lane junction, one as recently as 27th June and
many near misses, this whilst volumes at the junction are still very low. As volumes rise following the
build of 180 homes adjacent to the lane, a wholly unacceptable risk will be created, not just for
Buckden residents but for all users of that section of the A1. I strongly recommend that a review of
this junction is requested.
I am aware that you will have lots of documents to review for the meeting but consider this issue to
be too serious not to draw it to your attention.
I very much appreciate your time.
Anne Howell-Jones (Chair Buckden Parish Council)
This email or any attachment is confidential, intended for the addressee only. If the email has been misdirected please delete it and inform the sender. The email may contain personal data as defined under the
General Data Protection Regulation 2018 (GDPR). Please note that where permitted under GDPR,
correspondence with the Council may be viewed by other authorised persons or organisations under the
Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA). If you believe that you cannot process this correspondence without
the personal data you must contact the Council to arrange a sharing agreement under the terms of the GDPR.
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Stirtloe Lane Junction with the A1
18/02485/REM Lucks Lane
Buckden Parish Council (BPC) considers this junction, as currently designed, to be dangerous
and a significant risk to the safety of Buckden residents and A1 road users. We strongly
recommend that acceleration/deceleration lanes are added to the junction. We request that
the Planning Committee do not approve this aspect of the development and initiate a
formal review.
Our rationale for this position is as follows:
Map of the site and junction with the A1

The development is outlined in red and the junction is circled in red.

Current Situation

Stirtloe Lane is a narrow road which intersects with the A1 south of the Buckden
Roundabout via a ‘right angle’ junction. Traffic volumes are currently low. There are very
few houses on the lane, and it is generally viewed as a dangerous route to access the A1.
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The A1 speed limit is 50mph but increases to 60mph within yards of the junction. Volumes
of traffic on the A1 are obviously very high and traffic is typically accelerating towards the
60mph limit.
180 houses (300+ cars) are planned adjacent to the lane. Given the increasingly congested
Buckden roundabout it is expected that the volume of traffic on the lane will increase
significantly once these houses are built. Most residents who wish to travel south on the A1
would choose this route.

Development so Far

The junction has been widened to allow construction traffic to enter/exit Stirtloe Lane. A
right-hand turn onto the A1, crossing the central reservation has been disallowed.
A 40mph limit will be introduced from the roundabout to the junction for the period of the
construction ‘to protect construction traffic’ but will be lifted when construction is
complete. This alone appears to acknowledge that the junction is unsafe. Construction
traffic require protection, why not normal road users?

BPC Concerns
Experience of Road Users
There have been two accidents at this junction one as recently, as 27th June, this before the
new houses are built when traffic volumes are very low. As a council we get frequent
reports of near misses and complaints from residents.
At an almost identical junction at Diddington, less than a mile south of Stirtloe there were
two deaths. The local landowner introduced acceleration/deceleration lanes and no
significant incidents have occurred since
Contravention of Guidelines
BPC have on many occasions raised their concerns about the safety of this junction with HE
who have not requested that the developers introduce deceleration/acceleration lanes. HE
appear to be in breach of their own guidelines in this regard, See below:
Geometric Design of Major/Minor Priority Junctions (TD 42/95 1995)
This Document gives advice and standards for the geometric design of major
/minor priority junctions about traffic operation and safety.
Section 7.59 of the document states:
‘Merging tapers (acceleration/deceleration lanes) shall only be used at dual
carriageway junctions. They shall be provided where a "B" road joins an "A" dual
carriageway road having a design speed of 85kph or above.
They shall be provided generally where the design speed is 85kph or above and the
volume of left turning traffic in the design year exceeds 600 vehicles’
Prioritisation of Developer needs
We have been concerned that the needs of the developer have taken greater precedence
than is appropriate over the safety of road users. This appears to be confirmed by the
content of an email sent to our previous chairman by HE on 11th March below: -
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=================extract from email======================
Subject: RE: A1/STIRTLOE LANE JUNCTION

Dear Terry
Thank you for your email.
The primary aim has been to ensure that we do not get stationary vehicles in the bell mouth
of the Stirtloe Lane/A1 junction, which would be a significant safety risk with vehicles
potentially protruding into the highway and vehicles wanting to leave the A1 onto Stirtloe
Lane being blocked from undertaking their manoeuvres. The provision of localised widening
along Stirtloe Lane as far as the entrance to the site compound will provide two-way
movement and remove the risks referred to above.
At our meeting, you set out your preference for an upgrade to the junction with acceleration
and deacceleration lanes and changes to the pedestrian arrangements. Whilst ideally an
upgraded junction would be desirable as part of future highway arrangements, and I
understand the suggestions that were made, this was not agreed to at the meeting and not
feasible/reasonable in terms of costs/timescales for the developer. The developer has made a
reasonable endeavour to provide access to his compound. There has been some iteration
with the proposals and what is now being provided is considered reasonable by both
Highways England and Cambridgeshire County Council.
Clearly there will need to be close monitoring of the arrangements and if necessary further
adjustments to the highway may need to be considered.
===================end of extract from email========================
Validity of Safety Audit

HE has commissioned a safety audit of the site. BPC have reviewed the safety audit and our
response to HE is included below. As you will see we have serious concerns about the
validity of the exercise. The most concerning issues are highlighted.
Section 1.3 – Time of audit. Date of the audit was Thursday 2nd May. Two audits
were undertaken, but the length of each is not recorded.
Audit 1 – 15:45 – one of the quietest afternoon periods, just ahead of the school run
and too early for the evening peak.
Audit 2 – 21:20 – the report states that “traffic flows were low due to nearby A1
junction road closures”
No volumes of traffic are recorded in the report, but at least one of the audits should
have been during a peak period. While accepting that is desirable to undertake an
audit during late evening/dusk. the timing of the second audit during an A1 road
closure is totally unacceptable from an audit perspective. Road closures are
published well in advance, there is no excuse. Given this, we would have expected
Highways England to have, at the very least, requested a repeat of the second audit
when the A1 was fully operational.
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Section 1.4 – mentions that the audit “has not examined or verified the compliance
of the design to any other criteria” – presumably, this is because it was not specified
as part of the brief. Please can you confirm that a design review has taken place, and
by whom, and that this design complies with all Highways England’s standards and
guidelines. In particular, we wish for confirmation that the lack of deceleration and
acceleration lanes within the design has been reviewed and approved by an
independent authority.
Section 2 – items outstanding from previous audits. There is a deep ditch and
culvert just to the north of the modified junction. This was identified at RSA Stage 1,
(we don’t have a date for this), as a “Potential risk of increased severity injuries to
the occupants of errant vehicles.” It was not resolved by the time of RSA Stage 2,
(December 2018), and had still not been resolved by the time of RSA Stage 3- (May
2019). A member of the Parish Council has subsequently inspected the site, and they
confirm that this problem still exits.
Looking at the Decision Log, (item 3.1), the Highways England response to this is: “...
confirmed that it would be acceptable to move the headwall along the ditch and
extend the culvert.....this would negate the need for a restraint system.” The Agreed
RSA Action column then states “Agreed. No further action”. Our interpretation of
this log is that Highways England are stating that it “would be acceptable to move
the headwall, etc..”, but there is no action on anyone, be it the Developer or
Highways England, to actually do anything about it. Meanwhile, road users face the
prospect of “increased severity injuries” should they run off the road at this point.
We fail to understand how such a serious risk can remain unaddressed as a result of
two audits and then simply be closed with “No further action” after a third audit. We
wish to see this issue addressed.
There is a further item, 3.3, relating to a faulty streetlight. The log shows that this
was identified during a pre-construction survey, but once again, has still not been
addressed.
Section 3.4 – Foliage obscuring signs
An inspection by a member of the Parish Council confirms that this is still a major
problem and vegetation has not been cut back despite the Action Log stating that
“The Developer has agreed to cut back foliage”.
Please confirm when this action will be addressed and confirm that the Developer
will undertake an inspection for active nest sites before any such work is undertaken.
Section 3.5 – Right Turns at the central reservation
The report states “At the time of the site visit, some road users were observed to
utilise the gap in the central reserve and turn right”. This can be interpreted two
ways and needs clarifying:
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It either means that vehicles were observed turning from Stirtloe Lane onto the
central reservation (virtually impossible given the junction changes), or A1
southbound vehicles turned right onto the central reservation (more likely).
In the Action Log, it is proposed to possibly install a “No Right Turn” sign on Stirtloe
Lane (after monitoring the situation for 12 months). While a sign would be sensible
as a ‘back-stop’, whoever proposed that is obviously not familiar with the junction or
the recent changes, all of which calls the whole audit process into doubt. The issue
here is that, following the junction changes, it is impossible to turn right at this
junction. Vehicles wishing to cross over to houses on the A1 northbound, are now
forced to turn right from the A1 southbound outside lane, rather than driving
straight across from Stirtloe Lane onto the central reservation. The change has
effectively increased the risks of using the central reservation crossing point.
The Action Log Agreed Action is that “Matter needs to be monitored over the next
12-month period…”.
Please can you advise what form this monitoring will take, who will undertake it and
how much monitoring has taken place since the report was signed off by Highways
England on 31st May 2019.
Section 3.6 – Risks associated with construction traffic
The section, we assume, relates to the proposed 40 mph speed restriction during the
construction phase. Please can you confirm that a safety audit has been undertaken
for this Temporary Traffic Management plan and please may we have sight of it.
In summary, we cannot accept that a valid Road Safety Audit Stage 3 has been
undertaken. On-going risks have not been addressed even after multiple audits, with
no evidence that there are firm actions or plans in place to resolve them.
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PERSONAL INFORMATION REMOVED DUE TO GDPR LEGISLATION
From: Rebecca Buddle [mailto:broughtonparishcouncil@hotmail.com]
Sent: 10 July 2019 22:54
To: DMAdmin
Subject: Re: Planning Permission Consultation - The Elms School Road Broughton (ref
18/02505/FUL)
Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files.

Dallas
The amendments do not address the concerns of Broughton Parish Council therefore do not
alter the decision and comments previously made by Broughton Parish Council. In addition
to this Broughton Parish Council would like to endorse the letters of
and
(attached) and make them part of their response.
Kind regards
Rebecca
Rebecca Buddle
Parish Clerk for Broughton Parish Council
broughtonparishcouncil@hotmail.com
01487 710938

23

PERSONAL INFORMATION REMOVED DUE TO GDPR LEGISLATION

24

Gillan
School Road
Broughton
Cambs PE28 3AT
30 June 2019
Planning Services
Huntingdonshire District Council
Pathfinder House
St Mary’s Street
Huntingdon
Cambridgeshire PE29 4TN
Dear Sir/Madam,
Reference: 18/02505/FUL, Proposed new two storey detached dwelling on land forming
part of the front garden, The Elms, Broughton.
I write further to my existing objection to this planning application as set out in my letters of
21 December 2018, 24 April 2019 and 19 May 2019.
This letter provides comment on the amended documents listed on the District Council
planning website with document dates of 18 June 2019. Specifically, these comprise: letters
dated 17 and 18 June from the applicant’s agent, CMF Planning and Design Ltd, and amended
elevations and floor plan drawings.
The 18 June 2019 letter and the two drawings set out very minor changes to the proposed
dwelling. Therefore, I strongly disagree with the apparent comment of the council’s officer,
referred to in this letter in which he suggests that the requested design changes
would mean the development is acceptable in design terms. I have previously set out my
concerns on the design of the development, and these very minor changes do not overcome
them. Additionally, these changes do not address the underlying objections to the application
previously raised in letters to the District Council over the past six months by me, Broughton
Parish Council and other neighbours.
The shortening of the profile of the proposed dwelling by 800mm will make no improvement
to the heavy massing and incongruent layout of the proposed development. The dominant
mass remains in front of The Elms and the application continues to present an inappropriate
and unsympathetic design for this setting.
I note that materials to be used for the proposed dwelling still remain unclear, with the
applicant’s agent proposing that such details should be ‘conditioned for future agreement’,
following approval. Given the extremely close proximity of The Elms to the proposed
dwelling, I suggest that all critical details should be defined as part of the application.
The letters provided by the applicant’s agent present an unclear and incomplete audit trail of
discussions. For example, the 17 June 2019 letter from CMF Planning and Design Ltd
includes an email extract from the applicant, which refers to ‘two options as mentioned in
paragraphs three and four’. These paragraphs do not appear to have been included in the
email extracts from the ecologist included in the letter as submitted. It is requested on the legal
principle of procedural fairness that all relevant correspondence is presented in full on the
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District Council planning website and reasonable time is afforded to interested parties to
comment upon such correspondence.
In conclusion, I strongly maintain my contention that this application be rejected. I trust the
above comments, and those previously raised, will be taken into consideration. Should you
have any questions or require clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

PERSONAL INFORMATION REMOVED DUE TO GDPR LEGISLATION
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From: Kevin Mitchell <kevin.mitchell@fenstantonparishcouncil.org.uk>
Sent: 11 July 2019 14:53
To: DevelopmentControl <DevelopmentControl@huntingdonshire.gov.uk>;
dallas.owen@huntingdonshiredc.org.uk
Subject: King William IV, Fenstanton - 19/00142/FUL and 19/00143/LBC
Hi Dallas
Having reviewed the paperwork relating to the decision by the Planning Office to recommend
planning permission to convert the King William IV pub in Fenstanton into a private residence,
please find attached the subsequent response of Fenstanton Parish Council. Please take this as a
Late Representation
As part of this submission, please also find attached the results of a survey we undertook within the
Parish. At the time of writing we have received some 165 responses, with more expected. I refer to
this in the submission. Please also include this as part of the Late Representation.
If you require any further clarification, or have additional questions, please do not hesitate to ask.
Best wishes
Kevin
Cllr Kevin Mitchell
Fenstanton Parish Council
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