
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE       21 JANUARY   2019 
 
Case No: 18/02203/FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  ERECTION OF 4 BEDROOM TWO STOREY DWELLING 

WITH ATTIC ROOM 
 
Location:  LAND ADJACENT THE DINGLE HIGH STREET  

HEMINGFORD ABBOTS   
 
Applicant:  MR ALUN JONES 
 
Grid Ref: 528375   270807 
 
Date of Registration:   15.10.2018 
 
Parish:   HEMINGFORD ABBOTS 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -   REFUSE 
 
This application has been referred to the Development Management 
Committee (DMC) as the proposal is for a single plot dwelling within the 
Conservation Area, and Hemingford Abbots Parish Council have 
recommended Approval, contrary to officer recommendation of refusal. 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The site is located adjacent (north) of The Dingle, High Street 

opposite The Chapmans. There is a mix of house styles within the 
vicinity. The dwellings on either side of the site are large, detached 
properties within large plots. The properties on the opposite side of 
the road are smaller plots, and either terraced or semi-detached. 

 
1.2 The site is within the The Hemingford Abbots Conservation Area and 

there is a Tree Preservation Order Area on the site. It is also within 
the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 3 and the SFRA Flood Zone 
3a. 

 
1.3 Planning permission is sought for the erection of a four bedroom, two-

storey dwelling with attic room. The site is heavily treed enclosed by 
trees, shrubs and fence along the frontage boundary and 1.8m high 
fencing along the boundary with ‘Raywood’.  

 
 
2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (24th July 2018) (NPPF 

2018) sets out the three economic, social and environmental 
objectives of the planning system to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. The NPPF confirms that ‘So sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
The NPPF sets out the Government's planning policies for:  
* delivering a sufficient supply of homes;  
* achieving well-designed places;  
* conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  



* conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 
 

2.2 The NPPF 2018 replaces the NPPF 2012. Transitional arrangements 
are in place for authorities who have submitted Local Plans on or 
before the 24 January 2019.  To ensure consistency, the 2012 
Framework policies will continue to be relevant for the purposes of 
examining those plans. For clarity HDC submitted their Local Plan on 
29 March 2018 and the examination hearings took place in July and 
September 2018. This emerging Local Plan is a material 
consideration. The NPPF 2018 should also in the normal way be 
taken into account as a material consideration in dealing with 
applications.   

 
2.3 Planning Practice Guidance is also relevant and a material 
consideration. 
 
For full details visit the government website   
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-
and-local-government  
 
 
3. PLANNING POLICIES 
 
3.1 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) 

• En5: Conservation Area Character 
• En6: Design standards in Conservation Areas  
• En9: Open spaces, trees and street scenes in Conservation 

Areas  
• En18: Protection of countryside features  
• En20: Landscaping Scheme  
• En22: Nature and wildlife conservation  
• En25: General Design Criteria 
• H31: Residential Privacy and Amenity Standards 
• H33: Sub-division of large curtilages affecting protected 

buildings or features 
• T18: Access Requirements 
• CS8: Water  
• CS9: Flood water management  

 
3.2 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations 

(2002) 
• HL5: Quality and Density of Development 

 
3.3 Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (2009) 
• CS1: Sustainable development in Huntingdonshire  
• CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy 
• CS10: Contributions to Infrastructure Requirements 

 
3.4 Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as 

amended March 2018 for submission) replaces all previous versions 
of the new Local Plan and was submitted for examination on 29th 
March 2018. The Local Plan examination hearings ended on 27 
September 2018 and the Inspector’s initial findings are that the plan 
can be made sound by main modifications. The following policies are 
considered relevant to this application: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government


• LP2: Strategy for Development 
• LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery  
• LP5: Flood risk 
• LP6: Waste water management 
• LP10: Smaller Settlements 
• LP12: Design Context  
• LP13: Design Implementation  
• LP15: Amenity 
• LP17: Sustainable Travel 
• LP18: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
• LP32: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
• LP33: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows 
• LP36: Heritage Assets and their settings 

 
3.5 Appendix 1 contains the Inspector’s note outlining the main 

modifications required to this plan following the examination hearings 
held in July and September 2018. The wording of LP2, LP5, LP11 
and LP23 is recommended to be amended with reference to “local 
service centres” deleted from the wording and “recognise” added in 
relation to the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside in 
LP2, with LP5 amended as agreed with the Environment Agency and 
County Council, with “protect” replaced with “recognise” in LP11 and 
with reference to local service centres deleted from LP23.  The 
Inspector has not required any main modifications to any of the other 
policies listed above that would have any material implications for this 
appeal.     

 
3.6 The emerging Local Plan has now reached an advanced stage and in 

the light of the Inspector’s initial findings should be afforded more 
weight. Save for policies LP2, LP5, LP11 and LP23, it is considered 
that significant (but not full) weight should now be afforded to the 
policies referred to within the Local Plan to 2036 (as amended March 
2018 for submission). The Local Planning Authority has agreed to the 
required changes to LP2, LP5, LP11 and LP23, but as the required 
changes to Policies LP2, LP5, LP11 and LP23 will be the subject of 
consultation before adoption, it is considered that moderate rather 
than significant weight should be afforded to these policies as 
modified. 

 
Weight of Development Plan Policies, emerging Local Plan policies, & 
NPPF Consistency:  

 
3.7 The fact that the Development Plan policies are old is in itself 

irrelevant as they remain saved policies and the statutory starting 
point is under s.38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
(PCPA) 2004.  

 
3.8 As a material consideration carrying significant weight, the NPPF 

advises at paragraph 213 that due weight should be given to relevant 
Development Plan policies according to their degree of consistency 
with the NPPF so the closer the policies are to the NPPF, the more 
weight they may be given. This is dealt with as relevant below. 

 
3.9 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF 2018 advises that Local Planning 

Authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans 
according to:   



a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced 
its preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);   
b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant 
policies (the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the 
weight that may be given); and   
c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging 
plan to this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to 
the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be 
given).  

  
3.10 The LPA considers the Local Plan to 2036 to be a sound plan and it 

was submitted for examination on the 29th March 2018. Footnote 22 
of the NPPF 2018 states during the transitional period for emerging 
plans submitted for examination (set out in paragraph 214 of NPPF 
2018), consistency should be tested against the previous Framework 
published in March 2012. The plan has therefore reached an 
advanced stage and is considered to be consistent with the policies 
set out within the NPPF 2012. The weight to be attached to its 
policies is set out above.  

 
3.11 Huntingdonshire Design Guide (2017) 
 
3.12 Developer Contributions SPD (2011) 
 
3.13 The Hemingford’s Conservation Area Character Statement (2008) 
 
3.14 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2017) 
 
3.15 Cambridgeshire Flood and Water Supplementary Planning Document 

(2017) 
 
Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk  
 
 
4. PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 18/01296/FUL – Erection of 4 bedroom two storey dwelling with attic 

room - WITHDRAWN 
 
 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Parish Council – Recommend approval. 
 
5.2 CCC Highways – No objection subject to conditions. 
 
5.3 Environment Agency – No objection subject to recommendations in 

FRA. 
 
 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 Two representations have been received raising the following: 

- the land adjacent to the Dingle (a conservation area) has already 
been transformed by the developer from dense woodland full of 
wildlife to a shadow of its former self with limited opportunity for 

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/


animals to thrive. All the missing trees were originally subject to 
TPO's. 
-loss of large oak (#8 on the tree plan) is a well-established feature 
tree that impacts the street scene and is in the centre of the proposed 
building. This is a mature tree that should not be prematurely culled 
for the sake of an unnecessary development. 
-The Hemingfords Conservation Area June 2008 Character 
Assessment stated that "further building, however, would start to 
change the nature of this settlement by creating too urban an 
environment". A wooded street scene is preferable to another house. 
-Flood risk 
-the site was last appealed in 2000 and dismissed on the basis that 
"the area constituted a significant and valuable contribution to 
conservation and development would diminish it."  

 
Officer response: the issues raised have been addressed in the main 
body of the report. 

 
 
7. ASSESSMENT  
 
7.1 The principle, important and controversial issues to consider are: 

• The principle of development 
• Five year housing land supply 
• Flood Risk 
• Impact upon the character and appearance of the 

conservation area/Trees 
• Impact upon residential amenity 
• Highways safety and access 

 
 The Principle of Development 
 
7.2 Policy CS3 the settlement hierarchy identifies the scale of 

development appropriate for Hemingford Abbots with residential 
infilling of up to 3 dwellings within the built-up area, subject to material 
considerations. 

 
 Five Year Housing Land Supply 
 
7.3 In order to satisfy the requirements of the NPPF to boost housing 

supply the Council must demonstrate an up-to-date five year supply 
of deliverable housing sites to meet its objectively assessed need, 
with an additional buffer to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land; this requirement is set out in paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF. Due to under delivery in recent years the buffer to be applied 
for the District is 20%. The December 2017 Annual Monitoring 
Review applies the 20% buffer and demonstrates that the Council has 
a five year supply of housing land. 

 
7.4 The Development Plan policies relevant to the supply of housing 

(En17 and H23 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (HLP) and CS2 
and CS3 of the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy (HCS)) were set 
against a lower Objectively Assessed Need figure such that strict 
application of these policies would result in failure to achieve the 
objectively assessed housing need figure that the Council currently 
has identified as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2036. These 
policies are therefore no longer fully up-to-date or consistent with the 



NPPF and, at this time and until the Council adopts the Local Plan to 
2036 with up-to-date policies, the 'tilted balance' as set out within d ii 
of para. 11 is engaged. For decision-taking this means granting 
permission in instances where the Development Plan is absent, silent 
or the most important policies for determining the application are out-
of-date, unless any adverse impacts would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits (having regard to the Framework 
policies taken as a whole), or specific polices of the Framework 
indicate development should be restricted. Footnote 6 to the 
Framework provides some examples of these restrictive policies and 
includes ‘areas at risk of flooding’. 

 
 Flood Risk 
 
7.5 The site is within the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 3 and Flood 

Zone 3 in the Council’s 2017 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA).  The National Planning Policy Framework states that the 
SFRA will provide the basis for applying the sequential test and the 
SFRA 2017 follows the guidance in the Government’s Planning Policy 
Guidance.  Existing raised defences, which the SFRA specifically 
does not take account of, provide some protection to existing 
properties in this area.  The submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
demonstrates that, provided the flood defences are not breached, the 
site is in an area that is defended against a 1 in 100 year flood event.  
In the event that the defences are breached, the FRA demonstrates 
that the maximum likely water level at the site during a 1 in 100 year 
plus 65% climate change event would be approximately 8.33mAOD.  

 
7.6 Whilst it is acknowledged that The Hemingford’s benefit from the St 

Ives flood defences, the presence of flood defences is not however 
considered to be reason to approve an application.  Flood defences 
are only as good as their weakest link and the NPPF and PPG 
requires developments to firstly pass the sequential test, and be safe 
for their lifetime, which in the case of housing should be considered to 
be a minimum of 100 years according to the Government’s Planning 
Policy Guidance.  Whilst defences may reduce the likelihood of an 
area flooding, it can increase the consequences of flooding because 
the rapid onset of flooding with little or no warning can result if a 
breach does occur.  Areas that benefit from flood defences are still in 
an area of higher flood risk as there is a residual risk that the flood 
defence could fail.      

 
7.7 Furthermore, the housing needs of the District can and should be 

provided on sites with a lower risk (the combination of potential 
consequences as well as probability) than this site.  The Council can 
meet its general housing needs on sites with a lower probability of 
flooding.  The proposed development therefore fails the Sequential 
Test as set out in the NPPF (as the District’s housing need can be 
met by developments in areas at lower risk of flooding) and the 
Exception Test (as the development would not provide wider 
community benefits and may not be safe for its lifetime).  

 
7.8 Whilst it is acknowledged that other permissions have been granted 

in Flood Zone 3 in the past, each application must be considered on 
its own merits, and the publication of the 2017 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and the new draft Local Plan, as well as confirmation 
from the Inspector (examining the emerging Local Plan) that HDC can 



meet its housing needs through allocations and on sites with a lower 
risk of flooding.  The above are all matters that have either evolved 
over the last couple of years, or new/emerging policies which has 
resulted in a change in the circumstances. Each application has to be 
determined on its merits and against the policies in place at the time.    

 
7.9 The application site lies within Flood Zones 3a where development 

will not be permitted unless it is not possible, consistent with wider 
sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones 
with a lower probability of flooding. This applies to defended as well 
as undefended areas within Flood Zones 2 and 3. 

 
7.10 In this instance, there are no sustainability benefits to the community 

arising from this development other than the minor benefit of the 
provision of housing to meet the District’s general needs. 
Furthermore, the Council has a five year supply of housing sites and 
the housing needs of the District can and should be provided on sites 
with a lower risk (the combination of potential consequences as well 
as probability) than this site. The Sequential and Exception Test 
statement submitted by the Applicant specifies applications 
determined by the LPA that were prior to the publication of the District 
Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2017, however as 
explained above, there has been a change in circumstances to be 
applied within the locality and the district as a whole. 

 
7.11 The proposal is supported by a site specific flood risk assessment 

(WtFR Ltd, WTFR-FRA-2018/02/Q36 Rev B dated 10th August 2018) 
which states “the finished ground floor level of the proposed dwelling 
should be set a minimum of 300mm above the predicted flood level, 
ie at 8.47m AOD. The site is however, protected by defences which 
have a standard of protection of 100 years. Therefore, due, to 
planning constraints and the presence of defences the highest floor 
level that can be achieved is 7.65mAOD, which is above the road 
level on High Street (6.85mAOD) and also above the floor levels of 
neighbouring properties”. The Environment Agency has been 
consulted and offers no objection to the finished floor level of 
7.65mAOD subject to the mitigation measures proposed in the FRA 
being adhered to, although this assumes that the Sequential Test has 
been applied.  

 
7.12 The proposed development would contravene policy CS9 of the 

Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 and policy CS1 of the Core 
Strategy; and NPPF paragraphs 155-164 which seek to steer new 
development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding.  The 
tilted balance is not engaged in this instance as ‘Flood Risk’ is one of 
the exceptions outlined in footnote 6 of the NPPF paragraph 11. 

 
Impact upon the Character and Appearance of the Conservation 
Area/Trees 

 
7.13 Policy H31 of the Local Plan states that new dwellings will only be 

permitted where appropriate standards of privacy and amenity can be 
maintained and adequate parking provision provided; and En6 
requires a high standard of design within conservation areas with 
careful consideration to the scale and form of development. Policy 
H33 of the Local Plan states that the sub-division of large curtilages 
will normally be resisted where the setting of a listed building, or the 



qualities of a conservation area are not preserved or enhanced, or 
sub-division will detrimentally affect existing trees worthy of 
protection. 

 
7.14 Policy HL5 of the Amended Local Plan requires development to 

respect the townscape and landscape of the wider locality including 
important gaps in development, mature trees and other vegetation 
that contribute to the quality of the local environment (amongst other 
considerations). 

 
7.15 Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy requires development to preserve 

and enhance local distinctiveness of towns, villages and landscapes 
including the conservation and management of buildings, sites and 
areas of architectural, historic or archaeological importance and their 
setting. 

 
7.16 The proposals seek to erect a substantial 4 bed detached 2.5 storey 

dwelling on the site rising to a height of 8.8m to the ridge and 5.25m 
to the eaves. The Street Scene elevation shows the dwelling rises 
approximately 0.8m higher than The Dingle but 1.6m higher than 
‘Raywood’. The concern is the proposed massing and cluttered 
design e.g., gables, dormers, rooflights, combined with the significant 
footprint and loss of trees will appear visually prominent from the High 
Street and impact the spacious and well landscaped character of 
dwellings either side. The dwelling is likely to appear particularly 
prominent from the junction of Chapmans. 

 
7.17 The proposals seek to increase the width of the access serving 

‘Raywood’ to create a combined access serving both dwellings. This 
arrangement together with the loss of Trees 8 and 9 will result in a 
break in the landscape fronting the High Street. This harm is less than 
substantial. 

 
7.18 The application is supported by a Tree Survey and Tree Protection 

Plan; while these documents plot the position of the majority of the 
trees, some appear to be omitted from the information presented. Of 
concern also is the information being presented within the AIA 
(referencing the TPP) which does not appear elsewhere in the 
application. On this basis, the level of detail submitted is of concern. 

 
7.19 The site is comprised of a woodland area subject to Tree 

Preservation Order 010/90. The trees are mainly mixed broadleaf 
species and significantly contribute not only to the setting of the site 
but also the landscape character of this part of the conservation area. 
As such, the retention and protection of the trees, as well as the 
preservation of a woodland feature is essential. The proposals seek 
to remove a significant number of these trees from the site including a 
number of sycamores (Trees 6a, 7, 9-13) a large Oak (Tree 8) a 
Cherry (Tree 7a) and Thorn (Tree 16).  

 
7.20 With regard to the site layout in relation to the impact of the 

development of the site on the retained protected woodland, some 
tree loss is proposed which does appear to be focussed on the poorer 
quality trees. However the resulting layout is likely to have a 
detrimental impact on the site’s tree stock. Of particular concern is the 
following:  

 



 *The position of the dwelling breaches the Root Protection Areas of 
T6 and T18 (offsite Oak trees). The default position in respect of this 
situation is that all development should be outside of these areas 
unless there are extenuating circumstances, which there do not 
appear to be in this case.  

 *The arboricultural details rely heavily on replanting of woodland 
trees, however no robust details of this have been provided.  

 *The proposed siting of the dwelling results on the property coming 
within 2m of the outer crown of an offsite tree. This, in addition to a 
constrained Root Protection Area, places additional stresses for 
ongoing pruning to the tree.  

 *The high level of windows on the southern elevation will be facing 
directly onto a mature specimen Lime. Given the exudation 
associated with these trees, there are serious concerns in relation to 
the impact of this on the use of this part of the site for residential 
development. 

 
7.21 The proposals would result in the loss of tree planting adjacent to the 

High Street which will impact the landscaped character of this section 
of the road. This undeveloped site makes a positive contribution to 
the character of the High Street and these significant trees (as 
highlighted in the Hemingfords Conservation Character Area 
Statement) reinforces the dispersed arrangement of dwellings along 
this section of the High Street.  Again the combined harm is less than 
substantial so the decision maker has to balance the public benefits 
of the scheme against the harm.  

 
7.22 Comments in the application details in respect of the future 

relationships between the any future residents and the trees, (and 
that this is unlikely to result in pressure to undertake tree works and 
potential felling) are noted. However the LPA disagree with this point 
as: 
-The proposed dwelling is located in close proximity to the retained 
Lime Tree. This is likely to result in overshadowing to windows on the 
rear elevation and may result in future pressure to prune or fell this 
tree by future occupants.   
-The dwelling is located close to the south eastern site boundary with 
The Dingle and is close to the Root Protection Area (RPA) of Tree 18 
(oak tree) located within the neighbouring garden. There may be 
future pressure to prune or fell the tree by future occupants given 
branches will extend over the boundary, close to the dwelling. The 
proposed dwelling will be heavily shaded for most of the day and 
surrounded by mature trees. As such, it is considered that there is a 
high potential for pressure to undertake tree works and potentially 
remove the trees. On this basis, your officers do not recommend that 
the application is approved. 

 
7.23 It is therefore considered that the proposed dwelling will cause harm 

to the character and appearance of the conservation area due to the 
loss of trees; scale, massing and cluttered design within the 
conservation area. The collective harm is less than substantial, and 
the public benefits of the scheme, which is one additional market 
dwelling, construction jobs and future spend of one family in local 
economy, are not considered to clearly outweigh this harm. The 
proposal is therefore  contrary to policies En5, En6, En9, En18, En25 
of the Local Plan (1995); HL5 of the Local Plan Alteration; CS1 of the 



Core Strategy; and policies LP2, LP12, LP13 and LP36 of the Local 
Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission (2017). 

 Impact upon Neighbouring Residential Amenity 
 
7.24 The proposed dwelling is located on land between ‘The Dingle’ and 

‘Raywood’. In terms of its relationship with both properties, there are 
four windows (bedroom 1, bedroom 3 and two en-suites) at first floor 
on the south elevation; and one window (bedroom 4) at first floor on 
the north elevation. Due to the distances of 11.5m from the gable 
elevation of the garage to ‘Raywood’, and 22m from the single-storey 
utility room to ‘The Dingle; and due to the existing boundary 
treatments it is considered that this will protect existing and future 
residential amenity. 

 
7.25 At ground level there are a number of windows proposed on the side 

elevations, however the existing boundary treatment is considered 
effective in protecting existing and future residential amenity. 

 
7.26 It is considered that the proposed dwelling is unlikely to cause any 

significant impact upon the private residential amenity of neighbouring 
dwellings (in terms of outlook, overshadowing, overbearing); 
furthermore no representations were received in regards to 
‘overlooking’ or ‘overbearing’ impacts. 

 
7.27 The proposed dwelling is considered to have sufficient private 

amenity space in the form of private garden; and there is space for 
cars, from side boundaries so as to not impact unduly upon 
neighbouring amenity. 

 
7.28 Overall, it is considered that the development will not lead to a 

significant loss of amenity to the adjoining properties. The proposal is 
considered to be in accordance with Policies H31 of the Local Plan 
(1995) and Policy LP15 of the Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission (2017). 

 
 Highway Safety  
 
7.29 In terms of highway safety, access and parking, the proposal provides 

suitable access and safety arrangements for the site so as to provide 
safe access for the proposed new dwelling. It is considered that the 
site can be accessed safely. 

 
7.30 CCC Highways have been consulted and raise no objections as the 

access has suitable visibility for the speed of the road.  
 
7.31 There are no maximum or minimum parking standards that need to 

be applied to developments as per the requirements of the NPPF. It is 
shown on the submitted plans that adequate parking is provided on 
site. It is considered that there is sufficient parking space on the site 
to meet the requirements of policies H31 of the Local Plan 1995, and 
LP17 & LP18 of the Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 
(2017).  

 
 Other Issues 
 



7.32 Development Obligations - Part H of the Developer Contributions 
SPD (2011) requires a payment towards refuse bins for new 
residential development.   

 
7.33 No Unilateral Undertaking was submitted as part of the application. 

The proposal therefore does not meet the requirements of Policy 
CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009.  

 
 Conclusion and Planning Balance 
 
7.34 As explained in this report, having regard to all the relevant adopted 

and emerging policies, the application of paragraph 11 of the NPPF 
2018 is also necessary as part of the assessment of this application. 
Footnote 6 to paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF 2018 sets out specific 
policies in the Framework which indicate that development should be 
restricted, including development in areas at risk of flooding. Given 
that Offices have found that the revised Framework’s policies relating 
to areas at risk of flooding indicate that development should be 
restricted, the presumption in favour of sustainable development does 
not apply in this instance – put differently, the ‘tilted balance’ is not 
engaged. 

 
7.35 To conclude on the planning balance, being located in an area with a 

high flood risk probability and not being able to satisfy the sequential 
test, officers consider that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that 
the proposed development would be safe from flooding. In addition, 
the proposal would harm the character of the conservation area and 
no bin unilateral undertaking was provided.  This means that the 
public benefits of the scheme, which is one additional market 
dwelling, construction jobs and future spend of one family in local 
economy, would not outweigh the significant harm that arises from 
not being able to demonstrate that a more vulnerable use cannot be 
steered to an area of lower flood risk, and the conservation harm.  

 
7.36 These are a significant factors weighing against the proposed 

development and would render the proposed development contrary to 
Policy CS9 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 (LP) and Core 
Strategy Policy CS1 as well as emerging Policy LP5 of 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission (2017) 
and the Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD (2017), and (in terms 
of the conservation harm) policies En5, En6, En9, En18, En25 of the 
Local Plan (1995); HL5 of the Local Plan Alteration; CS1 of the Core 
Strategy; and policies LP2, LP12, LP13 and LP36 of the Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission (2017); as well as CIL Regulation 122, 
paragraph 56 of the NPPF and Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 
2009. 

 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION  - Refusal for the following 

reason/s 
 

Reason 1 
The proposal lies in Flood Zone 3a in Huntingdonshire District 
Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2017) and Flood Zone 3 
in the Environment Agency Flood Maps for Planning. The aim of 
national and local planning policy is to steer development away from 
areas at highest risk of flooding in the first instance. Further, the 



national Planning Practice Guidance recognises residential dwelling 
houses as being more vulnerable development and inappropriate in 
flood Zone 3 areas unless the sequential and exception tests are 
passed.  This proposal would result in non-essential development in 
an area at high risk of flooding and therefore fails to pass the 
sequential and exception tests, and as such is contrary to Paragraph 
155 – 164 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2018), policy 
CS9 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, policy CS1 of the Core 
Strategy 2009, policies LP2 and LP5 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan 
to 2036: Proposed Submission (2017) and the Cambridgeshire Flood 
and Water SPD (2017). 
 
Reason 2 
The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the existing on-site trees 
could be satisfactorily retained as part of the proposals, the proposal 
would therefore result in harm to trees within a Conservation Area. 
The public benefits of the scheme are considered not to outweigh this 
harm. As such, the proposal is contrary to policies En5, En9, En18 
and H33 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, policy HL5 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration 2002, CS1 of the Core 
Strategy 2009, policies policies LP2, LP33 and LP36 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Consultation Draft (2017). 
 
Reason 3 
The scale, massing and cluttered design of the proposed dwelling 
would result in harm to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area. The harm identified is less than substantial, and it 
is considered that the public benefits of the scheme will not outweigh 
this harm. The proposal is therefore contrary to policies En5, En6, 
En9, En25 of the Local Plan (1995); HL5 of the Local Plan Alteration; 
CS1 of the Core Strategy; and policies LP2, LP12, LP13 and LP36 of 
the Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission (2017). 
 
Reason 4 
A Unilateral Undertaking was not submitted as part of the application. 
On this basis the proposal would fail to provide a satisfactory 
contribution to meet the tests within CIL Regulation 122 and 
paragraph 56 of the NPPF. The proposal would therefore conflict with 
Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009.  
 
Having regard to applicable national and local planning policies, and 
having taken all relevant material considerations into account, it is 
therefore recommended that planning permission is refused for the 
reasons outlined above. 

 
If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an audio 
version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to accommodate 
your needs. 
 
 
CONTACT OFFICER: 
Enquiries about this report to Dallas Owen Senior Development 
Management Officer 01480 388468 
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: DMAdmin

Sent: 21 November 2018 10:45

To: Owen, Dallas (Planning Serv.)

Subject: FW: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Adjacent The Dingle High Street 

Hemingford Abbots (ref 18/02203/FUL)

From: parishclerk@hemingford-abbots.org.uk [mailto:parishclerk@hemingford-abbots.org.uk] 
Sent: 21 November 2018 10:28
To: DMAdmin
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Adjacent The Dingle High Street Hemingford Abbots (ref 
18/02203/FUL)

For the attention of Owen Dallas:

APPLICATION REF. 18/02203/FUL

Erection of 4 bedroom two storey dwelling with attic room

Land Adjacent The Dingle High Street Hemingford Abbots 
The Council resolved to approve the application with the conditions that broad leaf- trees are planted to replace the 
trees that have been removed and an appropriate hedge onto the High Street is planted. The Hemingfords 
Conservation Area Character Assessment refers to the area which is to be developed as containing significant trees 
which are important to the nature of the conservation area.

Kind regards

Georgina West
Clerk to the Council
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have 
received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email and any attachments. Any views expressed are the author’s own and do not 
necessarily reflect the views of Hemingford Abbots Parish Council.
Privacy notice: email addresses are not shared with third parties and are used only to communicate with the intended recipient.

From: Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk <Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk> 
Sent: 05 November 2018 15:54
To: parishclerk@hemingford-abbots.org.uk
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land Adjacent The Dingle High Street Hemingford Abbots (ref 
18/02203/FUL) 

Dear Parish Clerk,

Please find correspondence from Development Management at Huntingdonshire District Council 
attached to this email in relation to the following application for planning permission.

Proposal: Erection of 4 bedroom two storey dwelling with attic room

Site Address: Land Adjacent The Dingle High Street Hemingford Abbots

Reference: 18/02203/FUL

Opting out of email correspondence
--------------------------------------------------------
We are continually striving to improve the service we deliver to our customers. As part of this we are now 
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contacting our customers by email where possible in an effort to provide a faster, more efficient service.

If you would prefer not to receive correspondence from us via email you have the right to opt out. If you wish to opt 
out please contact us at the address provided below so that we can remove your email details from our records.

Keeping safe on the internet
---------------------------------------------
You should never open a file attached to an email when you do not trust the sender's authenticity.

We will only contact you via email when you have already contacted us in relation to this specific application (or one 
directly related to it) and provided your email address as a contact - we will not transfer your contact details 
between unrelated applications. 

If you have any doubts or concerns relating to this email please contact us directly, our contact details are provided 
below.

Development Management
Huntingdonshire District Council

T: 01480 388388
E: mail@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

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 
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