DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

15 APRIL 2019

Case No:

18/02756/FUL (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION)

Proposal:

ERECTION OF 7 NO. DWELLINGHOUSES AND
ASSOCIATED WORKS FOLLOWING DEMOLITION OF
EXISTING BUILDINGS

Location:

LAND AT CORNER OF THRAPSTON ROAD AND
MALTING LANE ELLINGTON PE28 0AA

Applicant:

MR R BURROW

Grid Ref:

516178 271968

Date of Registration: 15.01.2019
Parish:

ELLINGTON
RECOMMENDATION

- REFUSE

The application has been referred to Development Management
Committee (DMC) as the recommendation of Ellington Parish Council to
approve the application is contrary to the officer recommendation to
refuse the application and the proposal is also a departure from the
development plan.
1.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION

1.1

The site lies north of the village of Ellington, between Thrapston Road
and a landscape belt adjoining the A14 with Malting Lane to the east
and a field to the west. There is a small Anglian Water pumping
station towards the north-east corner of the site and a sewer pipe is
understood to cross the site from the pumping station in a southwesterly direction.

1.2

On the opposite/east side of Malting Lane is Grove Cottage, a Grade
II listed timber framed thatched cottage and its garden and a site with
permission for a dwelling (application 18/01712/FUL refers).

1.3

The site includes four buildings of varying age, bulk and design in a
former farm yard. There is a large brick-paved parking area with other
areas of hardstanding, some of which are overgrown and there is a
small open area of grass to the south-east by the junction of
Thrapston Road and Malting Lane.

1.4

The site is understood to have been last used for industrial racking
storage and maintenance for resale (Class B8) with an office (Class
B1a). The northerly building is single-storey, flat roofed and part
timber clad. The other buildings are higher and have pitched roofs.
The building nearest the middle of the site is open sided, the southeastern building is of brick with timber cladding and the building to the
south-west is of more modern design with light coloured cladding.

1.5

On the southern side there are high enclosures constructed of railway
sleepers to the east and a gate and railings to the west. The

enclosures are part obscured by vegetation to the south. There is a
high palisade fence to the west and part of the northern boundary.
There are high perimeter walls, gates and temporary fences on the
eastern boundary.
1.6

The proposal is to erect 7 dwellings (to include 3, 4, 5 and 6 bed
units) and two outbuildings and provide a new access to Thrapston
Road together with associated works following demolition of the
existing buildings. The proposal entails providing a path on the road
frontages south and east of the site and erecting new perimeter
enclosures including an acoustic screen approximately 2m high
although the position of the acoustic screen has not been specified
and revised acoustic screen details are being discussed with HDC’s
Environmental Health Officer. Plots 1 and 7 are to be self-build plots.

1.7

Site levels reduce from the village south of the site down towards the
A14 and north. Thrapston Road is higher than the hardstanding on
the site.

1.8

The northern part of Ellington conservation area lies south of the site
(and includes the Thrapston Road’s southern highway verge). There
is a Grade II listed building, Yew Tree farm, on the south side of
Thrapston Road.

1.9

A public right of way (Ellington Public Footpath No. 13) crosses the
site in an approximately west/east direction.

1.10

The site is understood to be in an area at low risk of flooding (zone 1)
according to the Huntingdonshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
2017 (although the northern part was previously considered to be at
medium flood risk and the northern part of site is in the Environment
Agency's flood alert service area and the land around the brook north
of the A14 appears to be at high risk of flooding).

1.11

The application is accompanied by:
* a design, access and heritage statement
* an environmental desk study of 2016
* a Noise Assessment Report dated 2016 by Anglia Consultants
* an ecological assessment by Arbtech dated 2016
* landscape design vision statement by Kym Valley Gardens received
on 27 February 2019 proposing to include mature native trees to the
south and east with underplanting and a new western hedge. A
shelter belt is proposed to the northern boundary, although there
does not appear to be space to secure this in the site. The statement
is not accompanied by a plan or an assessment of the submitted
layout against the vision. The applicant has been asked to check the
position of the highway boundary as this may limit the scope for new
landscaping south of the site.
* Tree survey of 21.2.2019 about the trees north and south of the site
which suggests that the off-site trees to the north will be retained and
that the southern trees will be removed and replaced
* a satisfactory wheeled bin unilateral undertaking.

1.12

The applicant:
* revised the proposed layout and plot 7 after considering
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) Highways comments

* submitted on 27 February 2019, at officer request, an Ecology
Report update February 2019 and Noise Assessment update Report
February 2019 and
* submitted details of visibility splays on 20 March 2019.
1.13

The application follows:
* the approval of 4 prior determination applications to change the use
of four buildings to a total of 8 dwellings in 2017 (17/00897/P3PPA,
17/00898/P3PPA and 17/00899/P3PPA from B8 storage to 7
dwellings under Class P of The Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 as amended and
17/00900/P3JPA for B1(a) (offices) to 1 dwelling) approved under
Class O.
* two preliminary enquiries considered in 2018: 17/70259/PENQ for 8
dwellings and associated works (where Officers objected to the layout
and encouraged the submission of a revised enquiry scheme with
elevations to agree a way forward for the site) and 18/70055/PENQ
for 7 dwellings and associated works (where officers again
encouraged the submission of a revised scheme with elevations).

1.14

There are several discrepancies in the drawings accompanying the
application such as:
* on the proposed layout: a porch canopy shown on the elevations but
missing from the south side of the outbuilding on plot 1,
* on the street scene drawing and elevation there are only 5 ground
floor windows on the east elevation of plot 1, but there are 6 on the
floor plans,
* on plot 6’s south elevation drawing a rooflight is omitted but it is
shown on the floor and roof plans,
* a front dormer window and rear rooflight are missing from the
proposed plot 7 elevations but are shown on the floor plans and
* the depiction of the length of the dwellings on plots 1 and 7 on the
street scene drawing does not appear to exactly match the floor
plans.
However, it is considered that the discrepancies could be addressed
with revised plans and are not so significant as to merit delaying the
decision on the application.

2.

NATIONAL GUIDANCE

2.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (19th February 2019)
(NPPF 2019) sets out the three objectives - economic, social and
environmental - of the planning system to contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development. The NPPF 2019 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 2019 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 2019 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 2019 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.

2.5

Other guidance:
• BS8233:2014 Guidance on sound insulation and noise
reduction for buildings.
• Planning Practice Guidance including Flood risk and coastal
change 2014.
• Manual for streets
• BS42020:2013 Biodiversity-code of practice for planning and
development (2013)

For full details visit the government website: https://www.gov.uk
3.

PLANNING POLICIES

3.1

Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995)
• En17: Development outside defined environmental limits.
• H23: Presumption against new housing development outside
of defined settlements, with the possible exception of
dwellings required for agriculture, forestry or horticulture.
• En2: setting of Listed Buildings
• En9: Conservation Areas and views
• En18: Protection of countryside features
• En20: Landscaping schemes
• En22: Nature and wildlife conservation
• En25: General Design Criteria
• H31: Residential privacy and amenity
• T18: Access requirements for new development
• T19: Pedestrian routes.
• H38: Housing and noise pollution
• CS8: Drainage
• CS9: Flood water management.

3.2

Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration (2002)
• HL5: Quality and Density of Development
• HL10: Meeting the range of housing needs.

3.3

Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core
Strategy (2009)
• CS1: Sustainable development in Huntingdonshire
• CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy
• CS10: Contributions.

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
• LP5: Flood Risk
• LP10: Small settlements
• LP11: The countryside
• LP15: Amenity
• LP16: Surface Water
• LP17: Sustainable Travel
• LP18: Parking Provision and vehicle movement
• LP25: Affordable Housing
• LP26: Housing Mix
• LP32: Biodiversity
• LP35: Rural buildings (conversion not new build)
• LP36: Heritage Assets and their Settings

3.5

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 2019 states during the transitional period for emerging
plans submitted for examination (set out in paragraph 214 of NPPF
2019), 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 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.

3.6

Following the examination hearings held in July and September 2018,
the wording of LP2, LP5 and LP11 are to be changed with:
* "recognise" added in relation to the intrinsic character and beauty of
the countryside in LP2,
* LP5 amended as agreed with the Environment Agency and County
Council and
* "protect" replaced with "recognise" in LP11.

3.7

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.

3.8

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.

3.9

Save for policies LP2, LP5 and LP11, 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).

3.10

The Local Planning Authority has agreed to the required changes to
LP2, LP5 and LP11 but as the required changes to Policies LP2, LP5
and LP11 have recently been subject to further consultation before
adoption, it is considered that moderate rather than significant weight
should be afforded to these policies as modified.

Housing Supply Policies –
3.11

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 73 of the
NPPF 2019. Due to under-delivery in recent years the buffer to be
applied for the District is 20%. The December 2018 Annual
Monitoring Review applies the 20% buffer and demonstrates that the
Council has a five year supply of housing land.

3.12

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 in
paragraph 11 d) of the NPPF 2019 applies. For decision taking this
means, where the policies most important for determining the
application are out of date, granting permission unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or
assets of particular importance provide a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies of the Framework taken as a whole.

3.13

In this case, the impact on the setting of the listed buildings and
conservation area as a designated heritage asset has to be
considered (as set out in footnote 6 to paragraph 11 of the NPPF
2019).
Weight of Development Plan Policies, emerging Local Plan policies, &
NPPF Consistency:

3.14

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.

3.15

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.

3.16

Paragraph 48 of the NPPF 2019 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).
3.17

Planning Documents (SPD):
-Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Character Assessment
SPD 2007.
-Developer Contributions SPD 2011.
-Huntingdonshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 2017.
-Cambridgeshire Flood and Water Supplementary Planning
Document (2017).
-Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document
(2017):
*Chapter 1: Introduction including 1.6 design principles
*Chapter 2: Context and Local Distinctiveness, Part 2.1 small villages,
Part 2.5 Landscape character areas Part 2.7 Architectural character
*Chapter 3: Place Making Principles including pages 56, 68 and 95–
Part 3.1 Place making, Part 3.2 Land Use Density, Part 3.5 Parking
and Servicing. Part 3.6 Landscape and public realm, Part 3.7 Building
Form and Part 3.8 Building Detailing.
Chapter 4 implementation questions (Scenario Two infill and small
groups – pages 218-222).

3.18

There is no Conservation Area Character Statement for Ellington.

Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk
4.

PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

9801294OUT - Change of use & alterations of farm buildings to
dwellings together with erection of replacement & new dwellings
refused 02.06.1999 and appeal dismissed 05.04.2000. This
application related to the main southern part of the current application
site and land east of Malting Lane and excluded the land north of the
pumping station. (COPY ATTACHED). The scheme differs from the
current proposal in that, for example, it was for a different, and
indicative, layout and entailed development south of the cottage and
building conversions. At paragraph 19 of the decision, the Inspector
considered that the appearance of the buildings in close proximity to
Grove Cottage would only serve to diminish the special historic and
architectural quality of the listed building.

4.2

9901361OUT - Change of use & alterations to farm buildings to
dwellings, erection of replacement & one new dwelling refused
24.12.1999. This application related to the main southern part of the
application site and land east of Malting Lane.

4.3

0300314FUL – Change of use of farm buildings, identified on
submitted plan as buildings B(since demolished), C (south-east
building) and D (south-west building) to light industry (B1) and
storage (B8)– approved 04.07.2003 (this permission does not appear
to have been implemented). Condition 2: ‘Building B and Building C
shall only be used for storage purposes (class B8 in the Town and

Country Planning( Use Classes Order) 1987) and building D shall
only be used for light industrial purposes (class B1 (c) in the Town
and Country Planning (Use Classes Order) 1987), and for no other
purposes within any other classes in the Town and Country Planning
(Use classes Order) 1987, or in any statutory instrument revoking and
re-enacting that Order with or without modification’. Condition 14
limited hours of operation. This application only related to the main
southern part of the application site.
4.4

0501336S73 - Variation of conditions imposed on permission
0300314. Condition 2 to be varied to include B1 (office) use of
Building C(south-east building). Condition 3 which requires demolition
of Building A (opensided store) to be removed approved 15.06.2005
with condition that building A(central building), is only be used for
storage purposes (Class B8 in the Town and Country Planning(Use
Classes Order) 1987. This application related to the main southern
part of the current application site and excluded the land north of the
pumping station.

4.5

16/01626/FUL - Change of use of land for the siting of 9 residential
park homes in replacement of industrial buildings refused 18.11.2016.

4.6

17/00897/P3PPA - Building A - Change of use from class B8 (storage
and distribution) to 3 no C3 (dwellinghouse) approved 5.7.2017 as
"Class P".

4.7

17/00898/P3PPA - Building C - Change of use from class B8 (storage
and distribution) to 1 no C3 (dwellinghouse) approved 5.7.2017 as
"Class P".

4.8

17/00899/P3PPA - Building D - Change of use from class B8 (storage
and distribution) to 3 no C3 (dwellinghouse) approved 05.07.2017 as
"Class P".

4.9

17/00900/P3JPA - Building E - Change of use from class B1(a)
(offices) to 1 no C3 (dwellinghouse) approved 05.07.2017 as "Class
O"

4.10

17/70259/PENQ - Erection of 8 dwellings and associated works
including demolitions and formation of access to Thrapston Roadreply 9th February 2018.

4.11

18/70055/PENQ - Proposed residential development of 7 No.
dwellings and associated works- reply 11th April 2018.

5.

CONSULTATIONS

5.1

Ellington Parish Council Original scheme: Recommends Approve
(COPY ATTACHED)
-The proposal will improve the street scene viewed from Malting
Lane, Thrapston Road, and from the High Street.
-The design and style of homes, including the proposed timber-frame
and use of traditional materials is in-keeping with the rural village
setting and neighbouring homes, and compliments Grove
Cottage, the Listed Building, and the barn-like building that has
planning permission on the adjoining plot.

-The proposal is for varied sized homes, which will provide market
housing for families of various sizes
-The proposal makes good use of the site, and keeps open the public
footpath.
-The existence of properties at this brownfield site reinstates cottages
which were present in the past.
5.2

Ellington Parish Council: Amended scheme: Recommends Approve
for the same reasons as before and in addition, the Parish Council
notes the re-calculated noise ecology and welcomes the addition of
mature landscaping to assist with the street scene.(COPY
ATTACHED).

5.3

Highways England: No objection.

5.4

Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) Highways: Amended
Layout plan with visibility splays: No objection subject to conditions to
include off-site highway improvement works based on drawing
number OV/DB/RCB/11B.

5.5

CCC Rights of way: No objection subject to condition on details of
Public Footpath No. 13 Ellington.

5.6

CCC Archaeology: No objection subject to subject to a programme
of archaeological investigation secured by condition. An
archaeological condition was not required on refused application
16/01626/FUL due to the limited developmental impacts of the
proposals, but the sub-surface impacts of the current scheme are
expected to be substantially greater.

5.7

Beds and Cambs Wildlife Trust: No objection: the proposals would
not have significant negative ecological impacts and based on the
description of the existing site, the updated recommendations
(Arbtech Consulting Feb 2019), and the landscape design proposals
(Kym Valley Gardens, Feb 2019) the proposals can deliver a net gain
in biodiversity, in line with local and national planning policy. Should
permission be granted, condition the production of a landscape and
ecology management plan, with measures as outlined in the Kym
Valley Gardens document.

5.8

HDC Urban Design Officer: Objection:
* The footprint, scale and massing of Plots 1 and 7 fronting Thrapston
Road dominate the site frontage and result in an overly cramped
arrangement that would appear incongruous in the street scene. The
siting of Plot 7 adjacent to the western boundary provides limited
space for additional soft landscaping needed to screen and soften the
two storey side gable when viewed looking east.
* The siting of Plot 1 results in the loss of grass verge.
* The integral garage for Plots 5 and 6 dominate and detract from the
appearance of these units, furthermore the garages (4.9m deep) are
too small to accommodate car parking and fail to accord with
minimum internal garage dimensions set out in the HDC Design
Guide SPD page 95 (3m x 6m). The additional on plot frontage
parking results in a car dominated appearance with limited space for
soft landscaping.
* Parking for Plots 2 and 4 is physically separate from the dwellings,
located north of the pumping station-as a result these driveways

receive no direct surveillance. It is likely future occupants will park
cars on Maltings Lane, directly in front of the units. The garages are
too small (4.8m deep x 2.5m wide) to accommodate a car and make
removing equipment and cycles from the stores impossible without
first removing the parked car. The garages fail to comply with
minimum dimensions set out in the HDC Design Guide SPD.
* Boundary treatments have not been confirmed, as such it is unclear
if the side windows serving the lounge, study and kitchen of Plot 6 will
overlook the adjacent public right of way.
The submitted scheme would contravene the Huntingdonshire Local
to 2036 (2018 submission) Policy LP12, LP13 (parts a, b, c and m)
and LP18. The scheme will also contravene the Place Making
principles set out in Chapter 3 of the HDC Design Guide SPD 2017
(pages 56, 68 and 95) and implementation questions set out in
Chapter 4 (Scenario Two infill and small groups – pages 218-222).
5.9

HDC Conservation Officer: Objection: The proposal affects the
setting of the adjacent listed building, Grove Cottage, and the setting
of the conservation area. Permission was granted for the conversion
of the existing buildings to dwellings in 2017. The barns whilst not of
high architectural merit broadly reflect the agricultural/commercial
character of the area. The 7 dwellings would be in a very domestic
layout and occupying land not previously included in the conversion
proposals. It is considered that the scale, massing, proportions and
layout of this development are inappropriate in this location, causing
harm to the setting of the conservation area and the setting of the
listed building. With the land rising to south of the site, units 1 and 7
will be particularly inappropriate.

5.10

HDC Landscape Officer: Objection: Poor and cramped design with
very large units in small plots – out of keeping with local character
which is mainly detached dwellings in generous plots.

5.11

HDC Environmental Protection Officer (EPO): Concerns regarding
noise and ventilation associated with the A14: the Noise Assessment
Report written by Anglia Consultants Ltd (reference A1277, dated 13
February 2019) models and predicts the likely sound levels in the
proposed dwellings and gardens. The monitoring and modelling
methods are acceptable, however, EPO does not completely agree
with the conclusions.
*In relation to external noise levels, the report refers to the WHO and
BS8233 guidance, which provides a design criteria of 50dB LAeq
(with an upper guideline of 55dB in noisier environments such as city
centres or urban areas adjoining the strategic transport network). The
report assumes a guideline of 55dB without any justification,
furthermore, this is predicted to be exceeded in the garden of Plot 4.
At this stage, there is an opportunity to enhance the acoustic
environment and design the buildings and acoustic barriers in such a
way as to reduce the noise as much as practicable. This may mean
increasing the acoustic barrier height on the northern and some of the
western boundary for example. The report assumes a 2m high fence
surrounding the gardens but the precise locations have not been
made clear. It is particularly important to know the location of the
acoustic barrier along the northern boundary because effect of the
barrier would be significantly different if it were located at the top or
toe of the A14 road embankment.

*In relation to internal noise levels, glazing and acoustic vents would
reduce the internal sound to acceptable levels, however, EPO would
prefer to see further evidence to show that the houses have been
designed to reduce overheating conditions and thus reduce the need
to open the windows as often.
*Concerned about future residents being subject to unacceptable
levels of noise during the hot weather when they have to open their
windows for ventilation. EPO prefers not to recommend mechanical
ventilation due to the cost, noise, sustainability, repair, etc. Officer
note- it is understood that teh applicant is negotiating with the EPO on
revised acoustic measures.
6.

REPRESENTATIONS

6.1

Four supporters; Grove Cottage, Malting Lane and Cherry Tree
Cottage, Old Orchard House and Westwood House, Thrapston Road:
- the dwellings will significantly enhance the site when viewed from
Malting Lane, Thrapston Road and High Street.
- design and materials are well suited to complement the Grade II
Listed Building, Grove Cottage and are in keeping with the village and
rural location
- applicant has sought neighbour comments, listened and come up
with a good plan respecting Thrapston Road and views from the
conservation area. -Adding cottages to Malting Lane and bringing
back the street scene of linear properties looks good, adding to the
recent scheme on the east side of the lane.

6.2

*Two objections to phase 2 west of the site (not part of the current
application)from Old Orchard House and Westwood House,
Thrapston Road:
-the applicant may also own land west of the site and propose the
erection of dwellings- little objection to development but major
concerns as to the location of the access as it incorporates the
current access point directly positioned opposite Old Orchard House’s
access point off Thrapston Road.
- seek new access position
-Additional volume and flow of traffic on and along Thrapston Road
will create dangers caused to and by other vehicle users.

7.

ASSESSMENT

7.1

The main issues to consider in the determination of this application
are:
• The principle of the loss of employment space and erection of
7 new houses in terms of settlement policy terms
• Design and the effect on the character and appearance of the
area and setting of the listed building to the east and
conservation area to the south
• Amenities of the future occupiers of the dwellings
• Amenities of the neighbours
• Highway safety
• Ecology/biodiversity
• Wheeled bins.

Principle of Loss of employment space and erection of 7 new
houses in terms of settlement policy.
7.2

The loss of an employment site (Class B8 and B1a) is regrettable.
However, the site is not designated as an Established Employment
Area in the Local Plan and the site has the site has the benefit of
consent for conversion of the four buildings to 8 dwellings (dated
5.7.2017) and so it is considered that it would be unreasonable to
refuse the application on the basis of the loss of an employment site.

7.3

The application has been advertised as a departure from the
development plan as the site is considered to be outside the built up
area of Ellington. Part 2 of the 1995 Local Plan defined the northern
limit of the built up area as the south/opposite side of Thrapston
Road. Therefore the proposal constitutes a non-essential residential
development in the countryside contrary to policies En17 and H23 of
the 1995 Local Plan.

7.4

Ellington village is designated a Smaller Settlement in policy CS3 of
the Core Strategy, where residential infilling of up to 3 dwellings may
be considered in the built up area. The site is however considered to
be outside the built-up area of the village and in the countryside
where development is more restricted. The definition of built up area
is given in paragraph 5.15 of the adopted Core Strategy 2009 and
excludes ‘buildings that are clearly detached from the main body of
the settlement’, which was considered to be the case for this site. In
addition, it is relevant to note that the Inspector dismissing an appeal
on this site and land to the east in 2000 (9801294OUT) considered
the site was in the countryside.

7.5

However, the development would not be ‘isolated’ (referred to in para
79 of the NPPF) where development is more restricted, as the site
lies opposite the north edge of the village and west of Grove Cottage
and a plot with permission for a dwelling (application 18/01712/FUL
refers). In addition, the definition of built-up areas after para 4.83 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission) relating to ‘Buildings on the
edge of settlements which relate closely to the economic function of
the settlement…’ is accompanied by Implementation Guidance which
states: Industrial … buildings are an integral part of the social and
economic success of a settlement and are considered as much part
of the builtup area as residential properties. The buildings and any
associated hardstanding such as surfaced car parking are part of the
built up area’. In other words, it is considered that the emerging Local
Plan does not treat this site as being in the countryside and so policy
LP11 ‘The Countryside’ does not apply.

7.6

It is considered that in the light of the Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to
2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for
submission), the determination application approvals for converting
the existing buildings and creating residential curtilages, and the
permission for the dwelling east of the site, a new build residential
scheme could be acceptable in principle, subject to the requirements
of policy LP10 of the Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed
Submission 2017 being addressed (as amended March 2018 for
submission) satisfactorily.

7.7

The Emerging Local Plan to 2036 identifies Ellington as a ‘Small
Settlement’. Policy LP10 advises that ‘A proposal that is located
within a built-up area of a Small Settlement will be supported where
the scale and location of the proposal is sustainable in terms of the:
a. availability of services and existing infrastructure;
b. opportunities for users of the proposed development to travel by
sustainable modes;
c. effect on the character of the immediate locality and the settlement
as a whole.

7.8

The applicant does not appear to have assessed the scale and
location of the proposal against policy LP10 a or b so they are
considered below. LP10c is considered in the following design section
of this report.

7.9

Ellington has few services (including a pub, village hall, church,
playing fields, tennis courts and a playground). There is no shop or
school for example and so future occupiers would need to travel
elsewhere for shops and most service. There are very limited
shops/services in Grafham (a village shop and pub) and Spaldwick (a
petrol station shop and pub). Additional services at Brampton the
small food store at Brampton Hut services (on the A14/A1 junction),
Brampton village and Huntingdon are even further away. In addition,
public transport is very limited (understood to be only a bus and a
minibus service ‘HACT’ bookable for Monday-Friday) and although
there is scope for cycling locally, most journeys are likely to be made
by private motor vehicle which is not the most sustainable mode of
transport.

7.10

However, as the determination application permitted 8 dwellings, it is
considered that it would be unreasonable to reject the proposed 7
dwellings on the basis of the need for the occupiers to make private
motor journeys and so the scale and location of the proposal (in this
part of the report ‘scale’ is considered to refer to the number of
dwellings rather than their sizes) for 7 dwellings is considered to be
sustainable with regards to LP10 a and b. In addition, the proposal is
considered to comply with para 118 of the NPPF 2019 which gives
substantial weight to the ‘value of using suitable brownfield lane
within settlements for homes.’

7.11

The principle of developing this site for residential units is considered
to be acceptable as it reuses previously developed land and secures
additional homes and associated temporary employment with the
construction and demolition works. However, the other aspects,
especially design, visual impact and impact on the settings of heritage
assets need to be satisfactory too and these are assessed below.
Design and impact on the character & appearance of the area

7.12

The NPPF 2019 states that good design is a ‘key aspect of
sustainable development’ (para 124). Paragraph 127 aims to ensure
development, amongst other issues, is visually attractive as a result
of good architecture, is sympathetic to local character and history,
while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or
change(such as increased densities).

7.13

Apart from the open grass area to the south-east, the site is bounded
by varied types of perimeter enclosure and there two large
commercial buildings to the south, with one adjoining Malting Lane,
the open sided building near the centre of the site and a small office
unit. There is a large undeveloped hardstanding space around the
buildings. The existing development contrasts with the open-ness and
undeveloped nature of the field to the west and the residential
properties to the east and south. The lack of soft landscaping on site
contrasts with the vegetation around the site and surroundings.

7.14

There is no objection to the demolition of the existing buildings and
palisade fences which are not of architectural merit. The development
offers the opportunity to enhance the site either compared to the site
as it is or compared to the implementation of the determination
applications (which entailed converting the existing buildings and
providing small curtilages would be no larger than the footprint
occupied by the buildings: see attached plan). The scheme will help
to reduce the prominence of the pumping station site in the street
scene which is welcomed.

7.15

However, it is considered that the proposed development would not
relate well to its surroundings, the proposed plots would not relate
well to each other and the development misses an opportunity to
secure a well designed scheme for this prominent sensitive site next
to the conservation area and impacting on the setting of Grove
Cottage.

7.16

It is considered that the proposed development would not relate well
to its surroundings because:
* The position, scale and massing of the buildings on Plots 1 and 7
fronting Thrapston Road are unduly dominant and result in an overly
cramped arrangement that would appear incongruous in the street
scene.
* The dwelling and garage/store on plot 1 would be of substantial
mass and cramped against each other. The back/west side of the
garage would be cramped against the west boundary and the east
wing of plot 7.
* Plot 1 has presents a poorly proportioned east elevation to Malting
Lane (east) and the scale of the dwelling would relate poorly to the
scale of the more modest dwelling approved to the east (application
18/01712/FUL refers)which has a ridge of approximately 6.3m high
compared to plot 1’s main gable 8.9m high ridge (although it is
acknowledged that the ridge is set away from Malting Lane by a
hipped roof detail) and the more modest approved dwelling
(application 18/01712/FUL refers) is 13.5m long compared to plot 1’s
21m long east elevation (albeit with varying eaves and ridge heights).
* The southeast corner of the proposed enclosed garden of plot 1
encroaches by approximately 5.5m onto an existing open area at a
prominent corner of the site next to Thrapston Road. This
encroachment would be intrusive, despite the proposed introduction
of landscaping around the proposed enclosure, especially when
compared to the open area at the east side of Malting Lane at its
junction with Thrapston Road.
* It is considered that the horizontal emphasis of plot 2/3’s elevations
is out of keeping with the buildings in the area but this could be
overcome by revising the external materials treatment to a more
uniform appearance.

* The first floor flat roof at the rear of plot 2/3 is considered to be of a
poor design and out of keeping with the surroundings. A revised
appearance would be preferred, but it is acknowledged that public
views of the flat roof would be obscured by buildings.
* The layout shows a new hedge close to the north of the northern
part of the main wing of plot 3 but it is considered that the space is
inadequate to retain and maintain the hedge.
* The garage for plot 2/3 and the long (26.9m) north elevation of the
dwelling on plot 4 are very close to the northern boundary with the
A14 and so the development is likely to entail a requirement to prune
the overhanging trees, which would reduce the ability of the trees to
soften the impact of the development in views from the A14.
* The design of Plots 5 and 6 is considered to be poor as the front
integral garages and front car parking dominate, with a lack of space
from front soft landscaping, thus detracting from the appearance of
these units.
* The large footprint (19m long main wing extending north-south at
9.2m high and 25.95m long overall northern elements of lesser
heights) and the siting of the dwelling on Plot 7 so close to the
western, southern and northern boundaries leaves little undeveloped
space and little space for soft landscaping to be provided and thrive
close to the building. The space and landscaping is considered to be
essential to soften the visual impact of the dwelling when viewed from
public viewpoints such as Thrapston Road and the public path that
crosses the site. The layout retains little space around the 25.95m
long back (northern side) of the dwelling on plot 7. This would appear
cramped and although the eaves and ridge height of the northern part
of the house varies, it is considered that the undue proximity of the
building to the public path which crosses the site would make the path
unattractive for path users.
* The public path which crosses the site is currently unbounded by
enclosures such as walls or fences to the north and south. As there is
likely to be pressure to provide high enclosures such as 1.8m fences
to screen private garden areas, eg south of plot 6 and north of plot 7,
for the amenity of future occupiers it is possible that at least part of
the north and south boundary enclosures by the path would be 1.8m
high, which would confine the path, with a regrettable loss of the
current sense of spaciousness for path users.
* The layout does not include details of the position of acoustic
barriers. These were previously proposed to be 3m high on the north
boundary and part of the west boundary and the effect of such an
enclosure on the existing trees adjoining the A14 and views of the site
from the public path has not been considered.
* The homes and the layout would not be in keeping with existing
development types and layout in the village.
7.17

It is considered that the proposed plots would not relate well to each
other because:
* The very small curtilages of Plots 2 and 3 compared to the other
more spacious plots is visually incongruous.
* The location of the fronts of plots 5 and 6 to face the backs of plots
2 and 3 is visually incongruous.
* The proposed introduction of a tree screen in the back gardens of
plots 2 and 3 between the fronts of plots 5/6 and backs of 2/3 is
visually welcome but the gardens are so small and the trees so close
to the back of plots 2/3 that the trees are likely to shade the back
gardens and wings of plots 2 and 3 and result in a perceived threat

from falling trees/ limbs that means that the occupiers of 2/3 may
seek to remove the closest trees.
Poor design details include:
* Parking for Plots 2 and 3 is separate from the dwellings, located to
the north of the pumping station, and as a result the driveways
receive no direct surveillance from plots 2 and 3. It is likely future
occupants will park cars on Maltings Lane, directly in front of the
dwellings.
* The garages for Plots 2 and 3 are too small (4.8m deep x 2.5m
wide) to readily accommodate a car and make removing equipment
and cycles from the stores impossible without first removing the
parked car. The garages fail to comply with minimum dimensions set
out in the HDC Design Guide SPD.
* The garages of plots 5/6 are too short at 4.9m to accord with
minimum internal garage dimensions set out in the HDC Design
Guide SPD page 95 (3m x 6m).
Setting of the listed building to the east (Grove Cottage) and
Ellington conservation area to the south
7.18

S.66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 states that in considering whether to grant planning permission
for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local
planning authority shall have special regard to the desirability of
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

7.19

The first part of paragraph 193 of the NPPF 2019 states: ‘When
considering the impact of a proposed development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should br
given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset,
the greater the weight should be). Paragraph 194 states: ‘Any harm
to, or loss of. the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its
alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting),
should require clear and convincing justification’.

7.20

Grove Cottage is a grade II listed 17th century cottage of timber
frame and thatched construction. The listed building is the last
remnant of a collection of cottages set either side of Maltings Lane
which were positioned close to the sides of the lane and there was no
development in depth ie set away from the lane. The cottage is
located outside the Ellington Conservation Area but can be seen
looking north out from the conservation area.

7.21

It is considered that the view of the listed building from Thrapston
Road and the built up area south of the road is an important aspect of
how the listed building is ‘read’ from within the village and how it is
set. However, a new dwelling has been permitted south of the listed
building so this view will now be part obscured. The listed cottage is
set away from the main historic core of the village and despite the
A14 to the north and the commercial history of the application site,
the listed building has a rural setting.

7.22

The application site has a farmyard, or agricultural warehouse form/
appearance and character, often found in similar semi-rural locations.
The proposed development would alter how the listed building relates
to its rural setting and is ‘read’ within its setting. The farmyard

appearance remains, even though the part of the site south of the
pumping station has permission for a commercial use and even
though, for example, there are front/eastern enclosures with an
appearance not typical of a farmyard. The Inspector dismissing
9801294OUT on 5th April 2000 considered (at paragraph 18) that the
‘appearance of the group of farm buildings now appears more
appropriate to its rural setting than to the nearby built-up area’. The
Inspector dismissing 9801294OUT also considered (at paragraph 20)
that the appeal site and agricultural land between Thrapston Road
and the A14 ‘provide a buffer which serves to separate the attractive
village of Ellington from the heavily trafficked trunk road. The proposal
would result in a significant incursion of the built-up area of Ellington
into the adjoining countryside which would adversely affect the setting
of the village and be detrimental to the character and appearance of
the surrounding area.’
7.23

Since 2000, the application site has been expanded to include the
land north of the pumping station and permission has been granted
under the determination procedures for the conversion of the existing
buildings to residential units on the part of the site south of the
pumping station in 2017. The existing buildings are not of high
architectural merit but the buildings, and the spaces around them,
broadly reflect the agricultural/commercial character of the area. It is
acknowledged that if the determination applications were
implemented they would domesticate the site and entail small
curtilages but the approvals for conversions (re-use of existing
buildings) do not justify a poorly designed new-build proposal.

7.24

The proposal is for 7 new dwellings, most of which are very large
compared to the listed building, in a very domestic layout and
occupying land not previously included in the conversion proposals.

7.25

The proposed domestication of the application site and the inclusion
of a large new dwelling on plot 4 and the double garage/ store for
plots 2/3 over the northern part of the site, where there are currently
no buildings, and the erection of high acoustic enclosures around the
site would erode the rural character of the setting of the listed
building. Whilst the removal of the barns, enclosures and
hardstandings, and the introduction of the landscaping and welldesigned buildings could improve the setting of the cottage, the
introduction of dwellings across the wider site, would harm the setting
of the listed building.

7.26

HDC’s Conservation Officer considers that the scale, massing,
proportions and layout of this development are inappropriate in this
location, causing harm to the settings of the listed building and
conservation area. As the land rises to south of the site, units 1 and 7
will be particularly exposed to views from the conservation area even
though they buildings are likely to be set at a lower ground level.

7.27

It is considered that overall, the proposed development would fail to
make a positive contribution to, or better reveal the significance of the
heritage assets, as set out in NPPF 2019 paragraph 200.

7.28

The heritage harm identified above would be less than substantial (in
NPPF section 16 terms) and should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposed scheme as per NPPF 2019 para.196, which

include the securing the optimum viable use of the site. However, it is
considered that the provision of additional homes would not outweigh
the harm caused by this particular development to the setting of the
listed building and conservation area. The Council can demonstrate
a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land, the provision of market
housing on the application site would amount to only a moderate
benefit in terms of providing a greater flexibility to the supply of
housing. Also, the appearance of the development in close proximity
to Grove Cottage and the conservation area would diminish the
special historic and architectural quality of the listed building and fail
to preserve and enhance the character and appearance of the setting
of the conservation area. The development would be harmful and
intrusive in views out of and into the conservation area. It is
considered that a scaled down development in an enhanced form and
layout is required to secure the optimum viable use of the site and
preserve or enhance the setting of the designated heritage assets. It
is anticipated that a well-designed revised scheme can secure
enhancements compared to the approved determination conversions
and the current proposal.
7.29

Extensive landscaping is proposed, which is welcome, but the
position of the acoustic fence and position and design of the other
enclosures is not resolved and so the visual impact of the enclosures
is unclear. The removal of southern vegetation and position of the
highway boundary may limit the scope for new landscaping south of
the site, thus exposing the development further to view. The
development would be incongruous even with landscaping and with
either enclosures of the height permitted by The Town and Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, as
amended, or with higher enclosures than permitted by the GPDO to
provide an acoustic barrier to the A14. The development would be
intrusive in the rural setting.

7.30

The advantage of the reuse of previously-developed land and the
opportunity the application offers to enhance the site (an opportunity
which, in officers option, has not been taken), for example with more
attractive enclosures and buildings and more substantial landscaping
have been taken into account, as have the advantage of additional
housing units to enhance the mix of dwellings in the area/District but it
is considered that these benefits do not outweigh the harm caused by
the development.

7.31

To sum up, HDC’s Urban Design, Conservation and Landscape
Officers object to the scheme. It is concluded that the development
would, due to the incongruous layout and form of the development
and the inappropriate extent of the domestication of this prominent
site (as set out in the sections of this report relating to Design/
character and appearance of the area/ and setting of the listed
building/conservation) fail to recognise the setting and character of
the settlement and surrounding area fail to create a well-designed
place and, would detract from the character and appearance of the
area and harm the setting of the conservation area and the setting of
the Grade II listed building, Grove Cottage.

7.32

In accordance with paragraph 11 d) of the NPPF 2019, although the
policies most important for determining the application are out of date,
it is concluded that it is not appropriate to grant permission for this

development as the application of policies in the Framework that
protect the listed building and conservation area as designated
heritage assets provide a clear reason for refusing the proposed
development.
7.33

The proposal is therefore considered to fail to comply with the policies
En2, En9, En25 of the Local Plan 1995, CS1 of the Adopted Core
Strategy 2009, HL5 of the Local Plan Alteration and policies LP2,
LP10c, LP12, LP13 (parts a, b, c and m) and LP18 and LP36 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission) and the Place Making
principles set out in Chapter 3 of the HDC Design Guide SPD 2017
(pages 56, 68 and 95) and implementation questions set out in
Chapter 4 (Scenario Two infill and small groups – pages 218-222) of
Huntingdonshire Design Guide 2017. The policies and guidance are
consistent with the emphasis in the National Planning Policy
Framework on the importance of good design and the protection of
local distinctiveness and conserving and enhancing the historic
environment and the requirements of S.66 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving the setting of a listed building.
Residential Amenity
Amenities of future occupiers

7.34

The key issue is A14 noise. The Environmental Protection Officer has
no concerns regarding air quality or contamination.

7.35

The site suffers traffic noise from the A14 trunk road. Occupiers of the
proposed dwellings would be adversely affected from noise impacts
from the A14 unless acoustic measures, such as acoustic fences and
glazing, are installed in accordance with BS8233:2014.

7.36

The noise assessment report (February 2019) by Anglia Consultants
does not include full details of the acoustic measures and it is
anticipated that acoustic fences over 2m high (which would be likely
to need a further planning permission) may be required to provide
some mitigation for the future occupiers of the development.

7.37

The details of revised acoustic measures are awaited to resolve the
impact of the A14 traffic noise on future occupiers. An update will be
provided to DMC.

7.38

Plot 6’s southern side windows eg the ground floor windows serving
the lounge, study and kitchen will be a short distance from the bulky
north elevation of plot 7 which is likely to shade those windows and
dominate the outlook from those windows. However, it is considered
that this impact is not necessarily a reasonable reason for refusal.
Amenities of neighbours

7.39

It is considered that although the proposal will alter the traffic pattern
at the site and approaches compared to the existing buildings and
commercial use, this will not cause undue harm to the amenities of
neighbours eg at Grove Cottage or proposed dwelling south of Grove
Cottage.

7.40

The development is considered acceptable in terms of
overshadowing, overlooking, loss of privacy, loss of light and
residential amenity for neighbours.
Highway Safety

7.41

The site has two accesses to Malting Lane but the northern access is
to be filled with a pair of garages and a new second access provided
to Malting Lane. The applicants suggest that there is an existing
access to Thrapston Road but this is not accompanied by an existing
hardsurfaced access. However, the proposed accesses are
acceptable to Officers and the Local Highway authority and the
creation of a pedestrian connection between the site boundary,
crossing the Thrapston Road verge on the northern side to facilitate
site users being able to walk safely between the site and to cross to
the footway network on the opposite, southern side of Thrapston
Road to the village is noted and if the development had been
approved a condition could secure the completion of this link prior to
the first occupation of any dwelling.

7.42

Adequate space exists to create adequate on-site vehicle parking and
turning although the small size of the plot 2/3 garages makes it likely
that some cars will park in Malting Lane.

7.43

The Council does not require a defined number of parking spaces to
be provided for any given use; each development is to be considered
on its own merits having regards to policy LP18 of the emerging Local
Plan.

7.44

The wheeled bins will have to be moved to a collection point in the
highway at the junction of Malting Lane and Thrapston Road. This will
be a significant distance for future occupiers but this and temporary
obstruction of the highway is not a reasonable reason to refuse the
application.

7.45

It is considered that adequate visibility splays can be secured and the
proposal would not be detrimental to highway safety.
Ecology/biodiversity

7.46

The Wildlife Trust has assessed the ecology update submitted on
27.2.2019 and concludes that the proposals would not have
significant negative ecological impacts and based on the updated
recommendations (Arbtech Consulting Feb 2019), and the landscape
design proposals (Kym Valley Gardens, Feb 2019) the proposals can
deliver a net gain in biodiversity, in line with local and national
planning policy. The Local Planning Authority also has a duty to seek
biodiversity enhancements and the introduction of extra indigenous
hedges and planting, bat and bird boxes could contribute to this.

7.47

If the application had been approved, details of a landscape and
ecology management plan, with measures as outlined in the Kym
Valley Gardens document ecological enhancement measures could
have been be secured with a planning condition.

Other matters
7.48

* Wheeled bins contribution - The planning application is
accompanied by a ‘Unilateral Undertaking (Wheeled bin contribution)’
to provide a financial contribution towards the provision of wheeled
refuse bins. The proposal would generate a need for such facilities
and the provision of a contribution is supported by policy CS10 of the
Core Strategy 2009, LP4 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036:
Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for
submission) and the Developer Contributions SPD 2011. Section
H11 of the SPD clearly refers to the costs being directly related to the
individual dwellings (although the cost has been updated since 2011).
The contribution is necessary and is not a tariff-based obligation and
meets the tests set out in the Community Infrastructure Regulations
2010. Two examples of cases where an Inspector agreed that a UU
was reasonable are application reference 15/00477/FUL (Planning
Inspectorate reference APP/H0520/W/15/3130196 dated 15th
December 2015 and 15/01008/FUL (APP/H0520/W/16/3144063
dated 10th September 2016).

7.49

The application makes satisfactory provision for wheeled refuse bins.

7.50

* Yew Tree Farm: The proposal does not impact on the significance
of the setting of Grade II listed building, Yew Tree Farm
Conclusion and Planning balance

7.51

The proposed development does not comply with the current
Development Plan policy being a development outside the built up
area.

7.52

However, the tilted balance applies in advance of the adoption of the
emerging Local plan and so the question is if the proposal causes
significant and demonstrable harm or not. Having regard to paragraph
11 d) of the NPPF 2019.

7.53

To satisfy the NPPF, sustainability has to be addressed under the
Environmental, Social and Economic spheres of sustainable
development: The presumption in favour of sustainable development
requires proposals to achieve economic, social and environmental
gains; and so a balancing exercise has to be undertaken to weigh the
benefits of the scheme against its disadvantages.

7.54

Environmental sustainability: As set out above, overall the proposal,
due to its design, layout, the massing and scale, will harm the
appearance of the site and the character and appearance of the
setting of two heritage assets: Grove Cottage Listed building and
Ellington conservation area.

7.55

However, on balance, the development is considered to be
acceptable in terms of the impact on the trees/ hedges, ecology and
biodiversity.

7.56

The details of any revised acoustic measures required to reduce the
impact of the A14 traffic noise on future occupiers are not yet
resolved but assuming that satisfactory noise protection for the
residents can be secured with suitable acoustic details, there remains

doubt about the impact of a potentially higher acoustic screen on the
appearance of the site.
7.57

-it is considered that it would be unreasonable to refuse the proposal
on the basis of the need for motor journeys with the development in
view of the determination permissions for 8 dwellings.

7.58

-Social sustainability: this scheme for 7 private market dwellings,
makes a modest contribution to the supply of housing, as encouraged
by the NPPF but 8 dwellings have already been permitted in the
conversion scheme and it does not appear that that there are other
significant social benefits with the scheme. Ellington has few services
and access to public transport is very limited.

7.59

-Economic sustainability: The provision of 7 new dwellings would
have the short term benefit of employment during the
demolition/construction phase of the development, and has the
potential to result in a modest increase in the use of local services
and facilities, which will benefit the local economy in a modest way.

7.60

To sum up, the proposal for outside the built up area is contrary to the
development plan and emerging local plan policies. S.38(6) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (PCPA) 2004 and the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 (section 70(2)) require that, in dealing
with planning applications, the Local Planning Authority shall have
regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to
the application, and to any other material considerations.

7.61

The positive, negative and neutral impacts of the development can be
summarised as follows:

7.62

The positive aspects of the scheme:
-This scheme for 7 private market dwellings and makes a small
contribution to the supply of housing and a small contribution to rural
economy, as would the implementation of the determination
permissions for 8 dwellings.
-potential biodiversity enhancement of the site compared to the site
as existing and to the determination permissions for 8 dwellings which
did not include biodiversity enhancement.

7.63

The negative aspects:
- the poor design and appearance and appearance and consequent
adverse impact on settings of CA and LB designated heritage assets.

7.64

The neutral aspects are as follows:
-lack of access to sustainable transport modes for the occupiers of
the proposed 7 dwellings and their visitors and a reliance on private
motor vehicles for journeys but this reliance on private motor vehicles
has to be compared to the determination permissions for 8 dwellings
and is therefore considered to be neutral compared to the
determination permissions.
-highway safety
-necessary wheeled bins for the dwelling are secured by unilateral
undertaking.

7.65

In accordance with paragraph 11 d) of the NPPF 2019, although the
policies most important for determining the application are out of date,

it is concluded that it is not appropriate to grant permission for this
development as the application of policies in the Framework that
protect the listed building and conservation area designated heritage
assets provide a clear reason for refusing the proposed development.
7.66

Overall, it is considered that the negative impacts significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme.

7.67

The Parish Council and third party support for the scheme has been
taken into account but is not considered to outweigh the concerns
about the development. It is unfortunate that the applicant did not
take the officer advice to submit elevation details in a preliminary
enquiry before submitting this application and ‘ensure that the
development did not detract from the area and the setting of the
Grade II listed building and conservation area. A high quality design
and layout is required to help integrate the scheme into its setting with
suitable plot sizes, buildings, boundary treatment and landscaping. A
good quality scheme which positively enhanced the setting of the
conservation area and listed building would be welcomed.

7.68

Taking national and local planning policies into account, and having
regard for all relevant material considerations, it is recommended that
planning permission be refused.

8.

RECOMMENDATION
following reason:

-

REFUSAL

for

the

1. The development would, due to its incongruous layout, design
detail, proportions, form and the inappropriate extent of the
domestication of this prominent site (as set out in the report) fail to
recognise the setting and character of the settlement and surrounding
area, fail to create a well-designed place and would detract from the
character and appearance of the area and harm the setting of the
adjacent conservation area and the setting of the Grade II listed
building, Grove Cottage.
The proposal is therefore considered to fail to comply with the policies
En2, En9, En25 of the Local Plan 1995, CS1 of the Adopted Core
Strategy 2009, HL5 of the Local Plan Alteration and policies LP2,
LP10c, LP12, LP13 (parts a, b, c and m) and LP18 and LP36 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission) and the Place Making
principles set out in Chapter 3 of the HDC Design Guide SPD 2017
(pages 56, 68 and 95) and implementation questions set out in
Chapter 4 (Scenario Two infill and small groups – pages 218-222) of
Huntingdonshire Design Guide 2017. The policies and guidance are
consistent with the emphasis in the National Planning Policy
Framework on the importance of good design and the protection of
local distinctiveness and conserving and enhancing the historic
environment and the requirements of S.66 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving the setting of a listed building.

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 DC Public Access
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

DMAdmin
07 February 2019 12:23
DevelopmentControl
FW: Planning Permission Consultation - Land At Corner Of Thrapston Road And
Malting Lane Ellington (ref 18/02756/FUL)

From: Clerk [mailto:clerk@ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk]
Sent: 07 February 2019 10:10
To: DMAdmin
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land At Corner Of Thrapston Road And Malting Lane Ellington (ref
18/02756/FUL)
Dear Sirs
Re: Land At Corner Of Thrapston Road And Malting Lane Ellington (ref 18/02756/FUL)
The Parish Council met yesterday evening to discuss the above application.
Councillors recommended APPROVAL for the following reasons:
The proposal will improve the street scene viewed from Malting Lane, Thrapston Road, and from the High Street
The design and style of homes, including the proposed timber-frame and use of traditional materials is in-keeping with the rural
village setting and neighbouring homes, and compliments Grove Cottage, the Listed Building, and the barn-like building that has
planning permission on the adjoining plot
The proposal is for varied sized homes, which will provide market housing for families of various sizes
The proposal makes good use of the site, and keeps open the public footpath
The existence of properties at this brownfield site reinstates cottages which were present in the past
Kind regards
Darren Tysoe
Clerk.

Darren Tysoe
Clerk, Ellington Parish Council
T: +44 7940 870 259
W: www.ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk
E: clerk@ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk
Grove Cottage, Malting Lane, Ellington, Huntingdon. PE28 0AA.
Disclaimer:
This email may contain confidential information and may be privileged. If you are not the intended addressee you may not use,
forward, copy or disclose any information contained in this message. If you have received this email in error, please advise the
sender immediately and delete this email.

On 16 Jan 2019, at 15:41, <Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk> wrote
Dear Parish Clerk,
Please find correspondence from Development Management at Huntingdonshire District Council
1

attached to this email in relation to the following application for planning permission.
Proposal: Erection of 7 No. dwellinghouses and associated works following demolition of existing
buildings.
Site Address: Land At Corner Of Thrapston Road And Malting Lane Ellington
Reference: 18/02756/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
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

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

DMAdmin
11 March 2019 07:15
DevelopmentControl
FW: 18/02756/FUL | AMENDED PLOT 7/ ADDITIONAL INFORMATION INCL NOISE
ECOLOGY LANDSCAPING APPEARANCE Erection of 7 No. dwellinghouses

From: Ellington Parish Council Clerk [mailto:clerk@ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk]
Sent: 10 March 2019 13:26
To: DMAdmin
Subject: 18/02756/FUL | AMENDED PLOT 7/ ADDITIONAL INFORMATION INCL NOISE ECOLOGY LANDSCAPING
APPEARANCE Erection of 7 No. dwellinghouses

18/02756/FUL | AMENDED PLOT 7/ ADDITIONAL INFORMATION INCL NOISE ECOLOGY
LANDSCAPING APPEARANCE Erection of 7 No. dwellinghouses
Dear Sirs
Parish Councillors met on Monday 4th March 2019 and recommended APPROVAL of the application
for the same reasons as previously:

The proposal will improve the street scene viewed from Malting Lane, Thrapston Road, and from the High
Street
The design and style of homes, including the proposed timber-frame and use of traditional materials is inkeeping with the rural village setting and neighbouring homes, and compliments Grove Cottage, the Listed
Building, and the barn-like building that has planning permission on the adjoining plot
The proposal is for varied sized homes, which will provide market housing for families of various sizes
The proposal makes good use of the site, and keeps open the public footpath
The existence of properties at this brownfield site reinstates cottages which were present in the past
In addition, the Parish Council notes the re-calculated noise ecology and welcomes the addition of mature
landscaping to assist with the street scene.
Regards
Darren Tysoe
Clerk
Darren Tysoe
Clerk, Ellington Parish Council
T: +44 7940 870 259
W: www.ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk
E: clerk@ellingtonparishcouncil.gov.uk
Grove Cottage, Malting Lane, Ellington, Huntingdon. PE28 0AA.
Disclaimer:

1

Development Management Committee
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