
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE       21 JANUARY   2019 
 
Case No: 18/01708/FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  TO ERECT A NEW 3 BED BUNGALOW TO THE SOUTH 

OF THE SITE WITH ASSOCIATED PARKING 
 
Location:  1 BERNARD ROAD BRAMPTON  HUNTINGDON  PE28 

4RW 
 
Applicant:  MR DAY 
 
Grid Ref: 520484   271004 
 
Date of Registration:   06.09.2018 
 
Parish:   BRAMPTON 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -   REFUSE 
 
This application is referred to the Development Management Committee 
as Brampton Parish Council’s recommendation is contrary to the 
Officer’s recommendation to refuse the application. 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The site forms a significant part of an approximately triangular side 

garden of 1 Bernard Road, a semi-detached 2-storey house in a 
residential area.  

 
1.2 The site fronts onto Bernard Road where it is bounded by high fences 

which appear to be unauthorized and which flank a short section of 
hedge.  The proposed north-western boundary with 1 Bernard Road 
is undefined on site at present. The back south-western boundary to 
the rear gardens of 32 and 36 The Green is marked respectively by a 
closeboarded fence and a hedge.  

 
1.3 The southern part of the site (south of a line running in line with the 

back garden boundaries of 30 and 32 The Green to either side of 
Bernard Road) is in Brampton Conservation Area.   

 
1.4 The proposal is to subdivide 1 Bernard Road’s garden, remove a 

small shed that appears to be unauthorised, erect a 3-bed detached 
bungalow, provide a new access/ dropped kerb and, after removing a 
section of fence at the back of the pavement in Bernard Road, 
provide 1 car parking space with visibility splays for the new dwelling.  

 
1.5 The site is mainly laid to grass with two small trees in the vicinity of 

the proposed parking space. There is also a small fruit tree in the 
highway verge in the vicinity of the proposed access.  

 
1.6 The external finish of the bungalow is proposed to be of mixed red 

facing brick, with an area of cedar cladding and a roof of brown, 
profiled concrete tiles. 

 



1.7 The application is accompanied by a Design, Access and Heritage 
statement. However, the statement does not refer to the impact of the 
development on the conservation area or its setting, and the 
application is not accompanied by a wheeled bin unilateral 
undertaking. The applicant has not responded to requests to supply a 
wheeled bin unilateral undertaking or consider the impact on the 
conservation area or its setting, the effect on the trees, the amenity of 
the neighbouring properties or confirm the design influences of the 
scheme. The applicant did not submit a preliminary enquiry for this 
proposal. 

 
1.8 The site is in flood zone 1 (low risk). The area has more than 75% 

susceptibility to ground water flooding. 
 
2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (24th July 2018) (NPPF 

2018) sets out the three objectives –economic, social and 
environmental – of the planning system to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development. The NPPF 2018 at 
paragraph 10 provides as follows: 'So that sustainable development is 
pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the Framework is a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 11).’  

 
2.2 The NPPF 2018 sets out the Government's planning policies for 

(amongst other things):  
  * delivering a sufficient supply of homes;  
  * achieving well-designed places;  
  * conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
  * conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 
 
2.3 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.   

 
2.4 Planning Practice Guidance is also relevant and a material 

consideration. 
 
For full details visit the government website 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-
framework--2  
 
For full details visit the government website   
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-
and-local-government  
 
2.5 BS5837:2012 “Trees in relation to design, demolition, and 

construction – Recommendations.”  
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government
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) 

• En2: Character and setting of listed buildings 
• 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 schemes for new development  
• En25: General Design Criteria  
• H31: Residential privacy and amenity standards  
• H32: Sub-division of large curtilages  
• H33: Sub-division of large curtilages (affecting protected 

buildings or features)  
• T18: Access requirements for new development 
• T19: Footpath provision in new development 
• CS8: Surface water drainage 
• CS9: Flood water management. 

  
3.2 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations 

(2002) 
• HL5: Quality and Density of Development  
• HL10: Housing provision.  

 
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's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 

(as amended March 2018 for submission) 
• LP1: Amount of Development  
• LP2: Strategy for Development 
• LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery 
• LP5: Flood Risk 
• LP7: Spatial Planning Areas. Brampton is in Huntingdon 

Spatial Planning Area 
• LP12: Design Context 
• LP13: Design Implementation 
• LP15: Amenity 
• LP16: Surface Water 
• LP17: Sustainable Travel 
• LP18: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
• LP26: Housing Mix 
• LP33: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows  
• LP36: Heritage Assets and their Settings. 

 
3.5 The Council is now out to Public Consultation on the main 

modifications required to this plan following the examination hearings 
held in July and September 2018. With relevance to this application, 
the wording of LP2 is recommended to be amended and LP5 is to be 
amended as agreed with the Environment Agency and County 
Council.  The Inspector has not required any main modifications to 



any of the other policies listed above that would have any material 
implications for this application.     

 
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. 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) other than policies LP2 and 
LP5. The Local Planning Authority has agreed to the required 
changes to LP2 and LP5, but as the required changes to them are the 
subject of consultation before adoption, it is considered that moderate 
rather than significant weight should be afforded to these policies as 
modified. 

 
3.7 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (2017): 

*Chapter 1: Overview – page 2 -12 Seeks to define what 
good design is and identifies the most important best 
practice documents. 
*Chapter 2: Context and Local Distinctiveness -Defines 
Huntingdonshire’s context in terms of “local distinctiveness”, 
and considers urban character. 
*Chapter 3: Place Making Principles - Part 3.5 Parking and 
Servicing.  
3.6 Landscape and public realm. Part 3.7 Building Form and 
3.8 Building Detailing. 45 degree line (page 148).   

 *Chapter 4: Implementation-4.4 Infilling examples. 
• Developer Contributions SPD 2011. 
• December 2018 Annual Monitoring Review. 

 
3.8 Weight of Development Plan Policies, emerging Local Plan policies, & 

NPPF Consistency:  
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.  
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. 
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).   
The LPA considers the Local Plan to 2036 to be a sound plan and the 
Council is now out to Public Consultation on the main modifications 
required to this plan following the examination hearings held in July 



and September 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.  
 

Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk  
 
4. PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 None recorded. 
 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Brampton Parish Council: Recommend APPROVAL (COPY 

ATTACHED) 
This is a very restricted site. However, as shown on the plan, the plot 
can accommodate a bungalow. Recommend approval subject to the 
following:- 
- Due to the proximity to the junction of Bernard Road and The Green, 
there must a restriction and close control of vehicles being used 
during construction. The PC requests no vehicles are parked on the 
road during school arrival and pick up times i.e. not before 9.00am 
and not after 3.15pm. 
- Once constructed, vehicles must not be allowed to park outside the 
dwelling as this is a relatively busy junction. Double yellow lines 
should be formed along the front to keep the junction clear.(Officer 
response: double yellow lines exist outside the application site). 

 
5.2 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways (CCC): No objection 

subject to conditions including revised visibility splays (2m x 2m 
measured from and along the highway back of the footway to either 
side of the proposed parking space maintained free from obstruction 
exceeding 0.6m above the level of the footway). 

 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 Objections from 32 The Green, 11 and 17 Bernard Road.  

An additional dwelling on that site may be conceivable but the current 
scheme should not be permitted because: 
1. The quality of the design is poor and will have a negative effect on 
the street scene.  
2. A building of that shape so close to the road will not conform to the 
pattern of existing buildings on Bernard Road. The dwelling inserted 
between No.5 and No.7 provides a positive example in this respect. 
3. Considering the prevalence of hedges on front boundaries along 
Bernard Road, the approach to the proposed dwelling through a gap 
in a close-boarded fence to the front door 1.3m behind it, would be 
out-of-character. 
4. The proposed cross-over may have to be at the expense of the 
existing tree on the verge (not shown on Plan) in roughly the same 
position and the loss of another tree in a once beautiful vista must be 
avoided. 
5. A 3-bedroom dwelling would benefit from additional off-road 
parking space and the effect of more cars parked on this part of 

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


Bernard Road, near the intersection to The Green, should be carefully 
considered.  
6. The north side elevation does not show the bed 2 window shown 
on the floor plan of the proposed dwelling.  

 
6.2 Objections to: 

- Layout and density of buildings 
- Impact on conservation area- development does not make a positive 
contribution to the character of the area 
- Overbearing/Overshadowing/Loss of Privacy 
- Noise and disturbance from use 
- Parking 
- Highway safety issues-site is very near a busy junction on a narrow 
road and main route for children walking and cycling to school and 
The Green.  
-with all the current development in Brampton is this development 
needed?(officer comment: not a reasonable reason for refusal) 
- The plot is too small for any development let alone a 3 bed 
bungalow  
- overbearing on 32 The Green house and garden.  
- proposed new building is too close to the plot front and forward of 
the existing 'building line'. The building needs to be moved to the 
back of the plot. 
- the garden is extremely small meaning everything will be 
concentrated near border of 32 The Green.  
- plot is already higher than garden of 32 The Green resulting in 
overlooking. The bungalow bedroom windows will have direct view 
into my first floor bedroom and bathroom.  
-Removal of trees will impact privacy as the trees shield direct views 
from Bernard Road into rear first floor windows of 32 The Green. 
-security- fence of 32 The Green is currently behind the fence for 1 
Bernard Road. Removing the fence for a car park space would result 
in security concerns as there would be direct access to my fence from 
the road(officer comment: not a reasonable reason for refusal).  
-The noise from people and cars close to 32 The Green will have a 
detrimental effect, e.g. use of wheelie bins and car parking very near 
to my patio doors and garden.  
-concern about car exhaust smells and disturbance from car lights in 
winter. 

 
7. ASSESSMENT  
 
7.1 The main issues to consider in the determination of this application 

are:  
• Principle of an extra dwelling in terms of settlement policy  
• Design/ layout/ Impact on character and appearance of the 

area/ conservation area heritage asset and setting  
• Impact on residential amenity  
• Parking provision and impact on highway safety 
• Wheeled bins provision.  

 
 Principle of an extra dwelling in terms of settlement policy 
 
7.2 The presumption in favour of sustainable development is clearly 

outlined in the NPPF, with the goal of creating positive improvements 
in the quality of the built environment, which includes widening the 
choice of high quality homes.  



7.3 The site is in the built up area of Brampton and has reasonable 
access to shops, services and public transport. Brampton is identified 
as a Key Service Centre in the Core Strategy 2009, in which policy 
CS3 confirms that developments of moderate and minor scale may 
be appropriate in the built-up area, subject to all other material 
planning considerations being addressed.  

 
7.4 Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 

Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission) identifies 
Brampton as part of the Huntingdon Spatial Planning Area where 
housing development will be supported where it is appropriately 
located within the built-up area. The site is in the built-up area and the 
proposal is acceptable in principle in terms of settlement policy being 
in a sustainable, accessible location, subject to other aspects, 
including street scene and amenity considerations, being satisfactory. 
The remainder of this report assesses the overall suitability of the 
site. 

 
Design/ layout/ Impact on character and appearance of the area/ 
conservation area heritage asset and setting  

 
7.5 Bernard Road comprises two-storey dwellings set back from the back 

edge of pavement behind landscaped front gardens. Parking is 
predominantly located to the side of the dwellings with garages 
setback behind the prevailing building line. The road is tree lined with 
footpaths and grass verges either side, which contributes to the 
landscaped character of the road.  

 
7.6 The proposed bungalow projects approximately 5.5m further forward 

than the front walls of Nos. 1 & 3 Bernard Road and is located just 
1.3m from the back edge of pavement. The dwelling will therefore 
appear visually prominent in the street scene when viewed looking 
north from The Green and south from the junction of Bernard Road 
and Olivia Road.  

 
7.7 The visual prominence of the proposal would be increased by the 

proposed front gable and cedar cladding feature. The front gable is 
not considered to complement the simple flat fronted dwellings in 
Bernard Road which generally have roof ridges arranged parallel with 
the road.  The proposed north-west side and front elevation will 
appear particularly prominent in the street scene as they project 
forward of No.1 Bernard Road. On a point of detail, the position of the 
proposed entrance door is considered to jar visually with the feature 
gable.  

 
7.8 The close proximity to the back edge of pavement limits opportunities 

for soft landscaping and hedge planting. As a result, the bungalow will 
form an abrupt interface with Bernard Road. This is in stark contrast 
to the setback arrangement and landscaped front gardens and hedge 
planting of the most of the existing semi-detached dwellings further 
north.    

 
7.9 The Council has not prepared a character assessment or statement 

for Brampton Conservation Area. However, the existing garden area/ 
application site, which is part in, and part adjoining, the conservation 
area, makes a significant positive contribution to the wider, largely 
undeveloped, garden spaces which separate the older buildings 



surrounding The Green from the post war social housing (of which 1 
Bernard Road and the other houses in Bernard Road are examples). 
The space that the garden provides (despite the frontage fence and 
front shed) also makes a valuable contribution to views into and out of 
the Conservation Area by highlighting the visual separation of the 
Bernard Road estate from the open space of The Green.  

 
7.10 The proposed bungalow fails to respect local character and 

distinctiveness and the scale and arrangement of the existing 
development in Bernard Road due to being set close to the front 
boundary with a minimal front and rear garden and lack of adequate 
space for soft landscaping in front of the bungalow and due to its 
incongruous design. 

 
7.11 The existing high close-boarded front fence intrudes into views into 

and out of the Conservation Area in a negative way compared to the 
front hedge but the harm caused by the fence does not justify the 
harm caused by the intrusion of the bulky bungalow in such a 
prominent position. 

 
7.12 The proposed dwelling is not considered to be of a size and form 

sympathetic to the locality and therefore fails to comply with Policy 
H32 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995). 

 
7.13 The applicant has not provided details of the existing trees and so it is 

unclear if these are to be removed as part of the proposals.  
However, the proposed access and parking space appears to result 
in the loss of, or harm to three trees. The trees are small but make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and landscaped character of 
Bernard Road.  The proposal for the new access and parking space 
appears to result in the loss of three small trees: a fruit tree in the 
highway verge and two trees in the garden: a rhus typhina tree 
(Staghorn sumac) and a small fruit tree. The trees are protected due 
to their location in the conservation area. 

 
7.14 The position of the proposed car parking space partially forward of 

the building line of the proposed bungalow, and Nos. 1 & 3 Bernard 
Road and flanked by high fences means that any parked car will 
appear visually intrusive in the street scene.  

 
7.15 It is concluded that the unduly prominent and cramped position, poor 

incongruous design, form and bulk of the bungalow would be out of 
keeping with the surroundings and the proposed access, parking 
space (and the 2m x 2m pedestrian visibility splays requested by the 
County Council) and vehicle parked on the space would be intrusive 
and likely to result in the loss of, or harm to, three trees, which would 
detract from the character and appearance of Brampton Conservation 
Area, harm to the character and appearance of the setting of 
Brampton Conservation Area and views into and out of the 
Conservation Area.  

 
7.16 The proposal does not take best advantage of the opportunities for 

improving the character and quality of the area and the way it 
functions, as sought by paragraph 130 of the NPPF 2018. The 
proposal does not conserve or enhance the historic environment or 
respond positively to its context or appear to draw inspiration from the 
key characteristics of its surroundings or contribute positively to the 



area’s character and identify or successfully integrate with adjoining 
buildings and spaces. 

 
7.17 The harm to the designated heritage asset, ie the Conservation Area 

would be less than substantial (as set out in the NPPF and therefore 
the harm has to be weighed against the public benefits). The limited 
public benefit of the development, namely an extra market dwelling 
and the short term benefit of the employment associated with the 
construction, would not outweigh the harm caused by the 
development. The proposal is considered to be contrary to the 
requirements of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 to preserve or enhance a conservation area and its 
setting. The proposal is considered to be contrary to para 185 of the 
NPPF (the desirability of new development making a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness and para 124 of the 
NPPF which states that ‘Good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development’. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to 
policies En5 En6 En9 En18 En25 H32 H33 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan (1995), HL5 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration 
(2002), CS1 of the Adopted Core Strategy (2009), policy LP12 and 
LP13 (parts a, b and c) and LP36 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission) and the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document 2017. 

 
 Weight of policies: 
 
7.18 Development Plan policies: Policy En5 En6 En9 En18 En25 H32 H33 

of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995), HL5 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan Alteration (2002), CS1 of the Adopted Core Strategy 
(2009) are considered to comply with the NPPF 2018 and so full 
weight can be afforded to these policies.  

 
 Material considerations:  
 
7.19 The Inspector has not required any main modifications to Policy LP12 

and LP13 and LP36 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission) and therefore significant weight is afforded to these 
policies. 

 
7.20 The Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning 

Document 2017 is considered to comply with the NPPF 2018 and so 
significant weight can be afforded to the Design Guide.  

 
 Residential Amenity  
 
7.21 The proposal offers good amenities for the future occupiers of the 

proposed dwelling. No. 1’s first floor window on the southern gable is 
obscure glazed and so there is no undue concern about overlooking 
the rear garden and bed 2 window of the proposed bungalow. The 
first floor rear bedroom and bathroom windows of 32 The Green are 
far enough from the bungalow and are part screened by the ridge of 
32’s ground floor wing to avoid undue overlooking of the proposed 
development.  

 



7.22 Therefore the main amenity issue is the effect on the neighbouring 
properties at 1 Bernard Road and 32 and 36 The Green. 

 
7.23 The development will generate additional activity/ disturbance with 

the additional household. Although the activity and disturbance would 
be close to 1 Bernard Road and 32 and 36 The Green, it is 
considered that it would be unreasonable to refuse the proposal on 
that basis. 

 
7.24 The outlook from 1 Bernard Road’s ground floor side kitchen window 

and patio doors will be directly affected by the development, partly as 
the bungalow site is elevated. However, as the openings will be 
facing a new boundary enclosure between the properties and the 
sloping roof of the subservient wing containing rear bed 3, it is 
considered that the harm to outlook of 1 Bernard Road is not 
significantly detrimental to warrant a reason for refusal on this ground, 
subject to a suitable slab level for the bungalow. 

 
7.25 The applicant has not provided the requested information to assess 

the sun/day light impacts on 1 Bernard Road from the proposed new 
dwelling which lies to the south and south-east. However, it is 
considered that the loss of light to 1 Bernard Road is not significantly 
detrimental to warrant a reason for refusal on this basis, bearing in 
mind that the modest height of the proposed bungalow, subject to a 
suitable slab level for the bungalow and possibly reduced garden 
levels for the site to avoid the bungalow and its grounds and new 
enclosures being unduly elevated. 

 
7.26 The proposed north-west side elevation drawing omits the window to 

bed 2 in error but it is considered that if the application had been 
approved, a condition could have secured the corrected elevation 
drawing and suitable boundary screening for the window to avoid loss 
of privacy to 1 Bernard Road. 

 
7.27 It is considered that providing the rear hedge is retained and suitable 

reduced site and slab levels are secured, the proposal need not result 
in undue harm to the amenities of the occupiers of 36 The Green by 
reason of undue loss of privacy to 36’s rear garden, despite the 
proximity of the proposed dwelling to 36’s rear garden. 

 
7.28 Part of the site is approximately 0.5m higher than 32 The Green, for 

example in the vicinity of the back of 32’s single storey rear kitchen 
/diner wing and the boundary fences between 32’s back garden and 
the site. Therefore, if the proposed finished floor level of the bungalow 
was approximately 0.15m above the existing site level, and the 
boundary enclosures were not revised eg increased in height, it is 
likely that the occupiers of the new dwelling would overlook 32’s rear 
garden, for example from the proposed south-eastern kitchen/living 
room patio doors and patio. However, it is considered that providing 
suitable reduced site and slab levels and suitable new screening are 
secured for the proposed development , the proposal need not result 
in undue harm to the amenities of the occupiers of 32 The Green by 
reason of undue loss of privacy. Care would be needed to ensure that 
any high new enclosures were not unduly overbearing on the 
occupiers of 32 The Green, especially its rear garden and patio 
doors. 

 



7.29 The impact of the loss of trees on the privacy of 32 The Green rear 
first floor windows due to the loss of trees which screen views from 
Bernard Road is not considered to be a reasonable reason for 
refusal. 

 
7.30 On balance, and subject to conditions on site and ground levels and 

new enclosures, the development is considered to cause no 
significant harm to the residential amenity of neighbours for example 
by reason of undue overbearing effects, loss of light/overshadowing, 
overlooking or loss of privacy. The proposal therefore accords with 
policies H31 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 and LP15 of 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 
(as amended March 2018 for submission) and the guidance in the 
Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document 
2017. 

 
 Parking provision and impact on highway safety 
 
7.31 The existing dwelling at 1 Bernard Road has two parking spaces in 

front of the house, although they have not been detailed on the plans 
accompanying the application. 

 
7.32 The proposed dwelling would have one on-site car space a short 

distance away from the dwelling. The site fronts onto a parking 
restricted area (double yellow lines in Bernard Road).  

 
7.33 It is considered that one space is unlikely to be adequate to 

accommodate the number of cars typically generated by a 3-bed 
dwelling. However, it is considered that the extra traffic and any on-
street parking generated by the proposal in the area of Bernard Road 
where parking is unrestricted is unlikely to cause undue highway 
hazards or undue inconvenience to other road users. It is considered 
that the Parish Council request that no construction vehicles are 
parked on the road during school arrival and pick up times would not 
be enforceable or reasonable. 

 
7.34 If the scheme were recommended for approval, CCC Highways 

recommend that the proposed 1.5m visibility splays either side of the 
proposed car space/ behind the footpath should be enlarged o 2 x 2m 
by removing more of the fence than proposed on the plans in order to 
enhance pedestrian safety. CCC Highways has no objections to the 
scheme. 

 
7.35 If the application had been approved details of a cycle enclosure 

could have been secured.  
 
7.36 Overall, it is considered that a suitable level of onsite parking will be 

provided for both the new and existing dwellings and given the scale 
and siting of the proposal, it is considered that the proposal would not 
have an adverse impact on highway safety. 

 
 Wheeled bins  
 
7.37 The Infrastructure Business Plan 2013/14 (2013) was developed by 

the Growth and  Infrastructure Group of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Strategic Partnership. It helps to identify the infrastructure needs 



arising from the development proposed to 2036 through the Core 
Strategy.  

 
7.38 Statutory tests set out in the Community Infrastructure Regulations 

2010 (Regulation 122)  require that S106 planning obligations 
must be: 

 - Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
 - Directly related to the development; and 
 - Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development 

S106 Obligations are intended to make development acceptable 
which would otherwise be unacceptable in planning terms.  

 
7.39 For this proposed development of one dwelling the only infrastructure 

requirement is for the provision of wheeled bins. A Unilateral 
Undertaking under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 has not been completed for a financial contribution towards the 
provision of wheeled refuse bins. The proposal would generate a 
need for such facilities, the amount of the contribution is appropriate 
to the proposed development and is supported by planning policy. 
The contribution is considered necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms.  

 
7.40 The applicant has not submitted the requested wheeled bins 

unilateral undertaking. A requirement for a contribution for wheeled 
bins meets the tests of paragraph 56 of the NPPF 2018 and section 
122 of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. Two of 
the numerous examples of appeals in the District, where Inspectors 
have accepted that a bin undertaking is reasonable, include 
applications reference 17/00063/OUT and 17/00617/FUL which were 
both dismissed on 30.5.2018.  

 
 Weight of policies: 
 
7.41 Development Plan policies: Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009 

accords with the NPPF 2018 (para 56) and therefore full weight is 
afforded to Policy CS10.  

 
 Material considerations:  
 
7.42 Policy LP4 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 

Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission). The 
Inspector has not required any main modifications to LP4 and 
therefore significant weight is afforded to this policy. 

 
7.43 There is no conflict between the Developer Contributions 

Supplementary Planning Document 2011 and the NPPF 2018 (para 
56) and therefore full weight is afforded to the Developer 
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 2011 as a material 
consideration.  

 
7.44 The application should be refused as the application does not 

incorporate adequate provision for refuse storage/ collection due to 
the lack of a wheeled bin Unilateral Undertaking. On this basis the 
proposal would fail to provide a satisfactory contribution to meet the 
tests in 122 of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 
and paragraph 56 of the NPPF 2018. The proposal would therefore 
conflict with the requirements of the Developer Contributions 



Supplementary Planning Document 2011, Policy CS10 of the Core 
Strategy 2009 and Policy LP4 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission). 

  
 Other matters: 
 
7.45 The listed building nearest to the site, (34 The Green, Grade II listed 

with a thatched roof) is separated from the site by the back gardens 
of 30 and 36 The Green and is far enough away that the development 
would not impact on its setting. 

 
 Conclusion 
 
7.46 The applicant did not take the opportunity to submit a preliminary 

enquiry scheme before submitting the application to seek advice 
about the design, layout and effect on the character and appearance 
of the area, and specifically the impact of the proposal on the 
character and appearance of the conservation area and its setting. 
The applicant has also not taken the opportunity to submit a wheeled 
bin unilateral undertaking or clarify the effect on the trees during the 
processing of the application. 

 
7.47 The development is considered to fail to comply with the relevant 

national and local policy as the development would not fit in well with 
the surroundings, and the proposal would harm the character and 
appearance of the conservation area and its setting, and would not 
make satisfactory provision for wheeled bins.   

 
7.48 The provision of an additional private market dwelling, the generation 

of temporary employment with the proposed building works and any 
social benefits associated with a new dwelling are insufficient to 
outweigh the heritage harm that the scheme would cause. The 
Council has demonstrated an adequate housing land supply in the 
December 2018 Annual Monitoring Review and at the recent 
examination of the emerging Local Plan and therefore only limited 
weight can be attributed towards the proposal on housing supply 
grounds. The ‘tilted balance’ of para 11dii) of the NPPF does not 
apply to this case as a heritage asset (Brampton Conservation Area) 
is affected. 

 
8. RECOMMENDATION  - Refusal for the following 

reasons 
 

1. The unduly prominent and cramped position, poor incongruous 
design, form and bulk of the proposed bungalow would be out of 
keeping with the surroundings and the proposed access, parking 
space (and the 2m x 2m pedestrian visibility splays requested by the 
County Council) and vehicle parked on the space would be visually 
intrusive and likely to result in the loss of, or harm to, three trees, 
which would detract from, and cause harm to the character and 
appearance of Brampton Conservation Area and views into and out of 
the Conservation Area.  
 
The proposal is considered to be contrary to the requirements of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which 
states proposals should preserve or enhance a conservation area 



and its setting. The proposal is considered to be contrary to the NPPF 
as the development does not make a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness, and the proposal is not considered to 
be of ‘Good design’, which is a ‘key aspect of sustainable 
development’. The proposal is considered to be contrary to policies 
En5, En6, En9, En18, En25, H32 and H33 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan (1995), HL5 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration 
(2002), CS1 of the Adopted Core Strategy (2009), emerging policies 
LP12 and LP13 (parts a, b and c) and LP36 of Huntingdonshire's 
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 
2018 for submission), and the guidance of the Huntingdonshire 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document 2017. 
 
2. The application does not incorporate adequate provision for refuse 
storage/ collection due to the lack of a wheeled bin Unilateral 
Undertaking. On this basis the proposal would fail to provide a 
satisfactory contribution to meet the tests in 122 of The Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 and paragraph 56 of the NPPF 
2018. The proposal would therefore conflict with the requirements of 
the Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 
2011, Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009 and Policy LP4 of 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 
(as amended March 2018 for submission). 

 
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 Sheila Lindsay Senior Development 
Management Officer 01480 388247 
 



Huntingdonshire
D I S T R I C T  C O U N C I L

Pathfinder House     St Mary’s Street     Huntingdon     PE29 3TN

Tel 01480 388388      Fax 01480 388099                   mail@huntsdc.gov.uk     www.huntsdc.gov.uk
                                                                                                                                                                                            

Head of Planning Services
Pathfinder House
St. Mary’s Street
Huntingdon
Cambridgeshire PE 29 3TN

APPLICATION NUMBER: 18/01708/FUL CASE OFFICER: Sheila Lindsay

PROPOSAL: To erect a new 3 bed bungalow to the south of the site with associated 
parking

LOCATION: 1 Bernard Road, Brampton, Huntingdon, PE28 4RW

OBSERVATIONS OF BRAMPTON PARISH COUNCIL

 RECOMMEND APPROVAL

This is a very restricted site.  However, as shown on the plan, the plot can accommodate a 
bungalow.  Recommend approval subject to the following:-

- Due to the proximity of the location in relation to the junction with Bernard Road and The Green, 
there must a restriction and close control of vehicles being used during construction.  BPC requests 
no vehicles are parked on the road during school arrival and pick up times i.e. not before 9.00am 
and not after 3.15pm.

- Once constructed, vehicles must not be allowed to park outside the dwelling as this is a relatively 
busy junction.  Double yellow lines should be formed along the front to keep the junction clear.

… ……..  Assistant Clerk to Brampton Parish Council.

Date: 25 September 2018
 
Failure to return this form within the time indicated will be taken as an indication that the Town or 
Parish Council do not express any opinion either for or against the application.

PLANNING SERVICES dcparish.rtf
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