
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE 16 DECEMBER 2019 

Case No: 19/00919/FUL (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal: TO CREATE A TWO LANE EGRESS ONTO STUKELEY 

ROAD FROM LIDL’S EXISTING ACCESS 
 
Location: LIDL, 11 STUKELEY ROAD, HUNTINGDON PE29 6HG 
 
Applicant: LIDL GREAT BRITAIN LTD (KATE BLELOCH) 
 
Grid Ref: 523316 272462 
 
Date of Registration:   03/06/2019 
 
Parish: HUNTINGDON 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -  APPROVE 

This application is referred to the Development Management 
Committee (DMC) as the officer recommendation to approve is 
contrary to the objection from the Town Council  

1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 

1.1 The application site area is 0.08ha and is part of the existing Lidl 

store site at Stukeley Road, Huntingdon. The site is immediately 

to the west of the railway line on the south-western side of 

Stukeley Road.  

1.2 The area immediately surrounding the site is predominantly a 

mix of industrial and residential, with large residential areas to 

the west of the site and a mix of light to heavy industry to the 

north and east. Surrounding uses include, open land / 

skateboard and play area to the west, the flats of Fern Court to 

the north, residential dwellings to the north east and industrial 

buildings to the north.  

1.3 Stukeley Road is a 30mph speed limit road at this point and 

traffic is controlled / regulated by the existing signal controlled 



pedestrian crossing immediately to the north of the application 

site and the signal controlled junction between Stukeley Road, St 

Peter’s Road and Ermine Street (adjacent the Iron Bridge).  

1.4 The existing site access comprises a ghost island right turn 

design with a single lane egress onto Stukeley Road. This  

existing junction solution was selected over a simple priority 

junction due to its ability to cater more efficiently for the swept 

paths of an articulated HGV servicing the site. It allows traffic 

approaching the site from the north to access the store car park 

independently of traffic queuing at the signals of Ermine Street 

and St Peter’s Road, located 70m south of the site access.  

1.5 The application is to reconfigure the existing store access to form 

a two-lane egress. The proposals are for the widening of the 

egress to include a two lane exit onto Stukeley Road. The 

widening of the site egress will take place on the northern side of 

the carriageway using the existing footway. This footway will 

become the new adopted carriageway as part of the proposals. 

Additional land in front of the store will be dedicated as adopted 

highway by Lidl to ensure sufficient footway width is retained. A 

‘Keep Clear’ box is proposed on the northbound lane to the south 

of the central island.  The impact of the proposed widening of the 

egress on matters such as the swept paths for articulated HGVs, 

including other highways safety issues, are addressed in the 

‘Consultations’ section below and in the main body of the report. 

1.6 The application has been supported by Technical Notes and 

Response Notes to the CCC Highways comments throughout the 

life of the application. There have been some amendments to the 

proposal to respond to Highways issues which have been 

subject to two further rounds of full re-consultation following the 

original.  



2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2019) sets out 

the three economic, social and environmental objectives of the 

planning system to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development. The NPPF confirms that ‘So sustainable 

development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 

Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 

2.2 The NPPF 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 Planning Practice Guidance is also relevant to the assessment of 

all planning applications.  

2.4  For full details visit the government website:  National Guidance 

2.5 National Design Guide 2019 

3. PLANNING POLICIES 

3.1 Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 (Adopted 15th May 2019) 

• LP11: Design Context 
• LP12: Design Implementation 
• LP14: Amenity 
• LP16: Sustainable Travel 
• LP17: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 

For full details visit the government website Local policies 

3.2 Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste 

Development Plan Core Strategy (2011) 
• No relevant policies 

3.3 Huntingdon Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2026 

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


• TC2 – Public Realm 
• BE1 – Design and Landscaping – b) promoting accessibility 
• BE2 – Local Distinctiveness and Aesthetics 
• TT1 – Sustainable Transport 

3.4 Supplementary Planning Guidance and Documents: 
• Huntingdonshire Design Guide (2017)  
• Traffic Signs Manual – Guidance for traffic authorities on the 

use of traffic signs and road markings 
• The Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions (as 

amended) 

4. PLANNING HISTORY 

4.1 The planning history of the site is as follows: 

1001467FUL - Demolition of existing buildings and erection of 

new Lidl neighbourhood foodstore with associated parking and 

access arrangement - Refused 17/11/2010 

1200633OUT - Hybrid application comprising full planning 

permission for demolition of existing buildings and erection of Lidl 

foodstore with associated parking, servicing and construction of 

both access points. Outline application for the erection of 14 

apartments (for social rent), which will be developed as phase 2 

of construction of works Appeal against non-determination 

allowed 27/11/2013 – a copy of the appeal decision is attached 

for information.  

1400124S73 - Minor material amendments to: proposed 

foodstore building (to include a bakery for the heating of pre-

prepared products only, freezer compartment and additional 

warehouse); and layout of site approved under planning 

permission 1200633OUT - Approved 14/05/2014 

1401484FUL  - Demolition of existing buildings and construction 

of Lidl foodstore with associated car parking, landscaping and 

new access Approved 20/03/2015 



A copy of the DMC Report for this permission is attached for 

information. This planning permission increased the sales area of 

the store by 223 sqm and is the development that has been 

implemented on site for the Lidl store.  

15/01279/NMA - Amendment to planning permission 

1401484FUL to supersede proposed site plan re.952 50 re. K 

with drawing 952 60 to provide an additional 7 car parking 

spaces - Refused 14/09/2015 

15/02075/FUL - Creation of 7 additional car parking spaces 

Refused 22/12/2015 

5. CONSULTATIONS 

5.1 Huntingdon Town Council (COPIES ATTACHED) object to the 

proposed changes to the access as Members felt the proposed 

changes would not reduce congestion in the area, and 

suggested right turns out of the store negatively affected the 

safety of the road. Members also felt that adding another lane 

would make the crossing unsafe for pedestrians. Members also 

noted that there was insufficient space for the proposed box 

junction. Lastly, Members felt that the traffic and incident 

information was incomplete. Members recommended that the 

junction should allow left turns only. Subsequent comments 

received stated that Members did not feel that the response and 

design from Lidl alleviated their previous concerns.  

5.2 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways (LATEST 

CONSULTATION COMMENTS ATTACHED) No objections 

subject to a condition securing the off-site highway improvement 

works. 

6. REPRESENTATIONS 

6.1 A total of 40 representations have been received from 33 

different individuals through the three rounds of consultation. The 



following comments / issues were raised; the number in brackets 

shows the number of times the respective / similar comments 

were made: 

• Should be left turn only / no right turn (34) 
• This will make it worse / more dangerous (14) 
• Reasons stated by Lidl about existing difficulties are valid 

(3) 
• Right turning vehicles and accidents (3) 
• Accident data does not include damage only which would 

be the reason for the majority of accidents / near misses 
(3) 

• Only benefiting Lidl (2) 
• Boxed in by Lidl and difficulty in getting in and out of 

property 
• Unnecessary increase in risk 
• Gridlock at lights around Iron Bridge - need to be better 

timed 
• No argument why left turn only was not the preferred 

option 
• No proper safety audit 
• Impact on reducing capacity at the traffic lights 
• Higher risk for pedestrians in narrowing width of pavement 

in front of entrance / exit 
• Lidl exist too close to traffic lights and junctions to allow 

drivers to turn right safely  
• Better alternative – to incorporate the pedestrian crossing 

signals both sides of the Iron Bridge and remove the traffic 
signals close to the bridge therefore reducing the stop/go 
traffic across the Lidl junction 

• Zebra crossing should be added 
• Query regarding correct description of development  

 

7. ASSESSMENT  

7.1 As set out within the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004 (Section 38(6)) and the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 (Section 70(2)) 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. This is reiterated within 

paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2019). The development plan is 

defined in Section 38(3)(b) of the 2004 Act as “the development 



plan documents (taken as a whole) that have been adopted or 

approved in that area”.  

7.2 In Huntingdonshire the Development Plan consists of: 

• Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 
• Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals and Waste 

Development Plan Core Strategy 2011 
• St Neots Neighbourhood Plan 
• Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan 
• Huntingdon Neighbourhood Plan 
• Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 

7.3 The statutory term ‘material considerations’ has been broadly 

constructed to include any consideration relevant in the 

circumstances which bears on the use or development of the 

land: Cala Homes (South) Ltd v Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government & Anor [2011] EQHC 97 

(Admin); [2011] 1 P.& C.R. 22, per Lindblom J. Whilst accepting 

that the NPPF does not change the statutory status of the 

Development Plan, para 2 confirms that it is a material 

consideration and significant weight is given to this in 

determining applications.  

7.4 The main issues to consider in the determination of this 

application are:  
• Design and Visual Amenity 
• Residential amenity  
• Highway Safety and vehicle movements 
• Design and Visual Amenity 

7.5 The adopted footway outside the Lidl store entrance and exit will 

reduce around the south west corner of the store from a width of 

3m to 2m for approximately 5m in length into the site. Additional 

land in front of the store will be dedicated as adopted highway by 

Lidl to ensure this sufficient width of 2m is retained. However the 

retained actual width of footway between the widened egress 

and the door into the store is 4.6m. Part of this area is under 

canopy.  



7.6 From a street scene and design perspective, the proposal will not 

be significantly different to the current design for pedestrian 

access outside the store.  

7.7 It is noted that the existing security bollards that are positioned 

along the edge of the pedestrian area close to the kerbline will 

need to be re-positioned. These are not shown on the submitted 

plans and therefore a condition is suggested to secure the details 

(appearance and position) of these).  

7.8 The proposed development is therefore considered to comply 

with policies LP11 and LP12 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 

2036 and policies TC2, BE1 and BE2 of the Huntingdon 

Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2026.  

Residential Amenity 
7.9 Policy LP14 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 seeks to 

ensure that adverse impacts from a range of sources will be 

made acceptable through the proposal. These include noise, 

contamination and pollution amongst others.  

7.10 Overall it is considered that the proposed access changes would 

not have a significant detrimental impact upon the amenities of 

existing or future occupiers of the land or neighbouring 

properties. It is noted that representations received from no. 2 

Stukeley Road refer to the impacts of the Lidl development on 

their own property however it is considered that these proposals 

will not exacerbate any existing conditions in relation to this 

property. In this regard the development is considered to accord 

with the NPPF (2019) and policy LP14 of Huntingdonshire’s 

Local Plan to 2036.  

Highway Safety and Vehicle Movements   
7.11 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF (2019) states that development 

should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds if there 

would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the 



residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 

severe.  

7.12 Policy LP16 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 encourages 

sustainable transport modes and policy LP17 supports proposals 

which incorporate appropriate space for vehicle movements, 

facilitates accessibility for service and emergency vehicles and 

incorporates adequate parking for vehicles and cycles. 

7.13 The existing site access is of a ghost-island right turn design with 

a single lane egress onto Stukeley Road. This has been in place 

since the store opening. Currently when one vehicle is waiting to 

turn right, it results in a queue within Lidl’s car park that block 

those attempting to turn left. Observations have shown that due 

to vehicles waiting to currently turn right out of the site, driver 

frustration has resulted in some vehicles mounting the footway in 

order to turn left.  

7.14 The proposal is for the widening of the egress to include a two 

lane exit onto Stukeley Road. To provide dedicated left and right 

turn lanes for vehicles leaving the site to allow for a queue for up 

to a total of three vehicles in each lane. The proposals should 

increase the throughput of traffic at the junction and reduce 

driver frustration. A keep clear box is proposed on the 

northbound lane to the south of the island to allow right turners 

into the site from the north to access the site across the flow of 

traffic. 

7.15 CCC Highways as the Local Highway Authority have no 

objection to the provision of the dedicated left turn lane from the 

premises. The Highway Authority have been in contact with the 

company in an effort to encourage this manoeuvre with internal 

signage.  

7.16 CCC Highways comment that whilst we cannot stop the right 

turning traffic, which is able to use the junction as normal during 



less busy times, it is noted that vehicles do have to wait at peak 

times until a gap becomes available. Drivers however do have 

the option not to wait for extended periods should they turn left 

and utilise the roundabout to the northwest near to Halfords / 

Homebase.  

7.17 In response to the representation raised regarding the 

undertaking of a Safety Audit, CCC Highways have advised that 

no safety audit has been undertaken with regards to the keep 

clear marking and the extra egress lane. Safety Audits are only 

undertaken where there are vertical features being added within 

the highway or for such things as the provision of right turn lanes 

(as per the original ghost island facility on Stukeley Road). 

Simple junctions or widening thereof do not require a separate 

safety audit. In this case the location of the exit with regards to 

vehicle to vehicle visibility are still available and to standard.  

7.18 The latest revision of the Proposed Access Improvements plan 

(Rev C - attached to this report) now indicates a detailed 

dimensioned plan indicating only a keep clear marking for inward 

bound vehicle movements only which is acceptable.  

7.19 The drawing also indicates that while it does give pedestrians a 

second lane to cross, the flow leaving the car park is not heavy 

enough to delay pedestrians for a significant period and the 

speeds of vehicles leaving is very low as they are approaching a 

give way facility adjoining the highway. This type of facility is 

seen on many roundabouts and works without issues where 

flows and entry speeds are often greater. It should be noted that 

the left turn manoeuvre (even with the existing single lane exit) is 

already witnessed but with vehicles leaving the site by mounting 

and using the footway, this proposal would therefore be 

preferable to that situation.  

7.20 To conclude, CCC Highways comment that the proposed layout 

provides 



1) A second dedicated left out lane from the store’s car park 

which could promote the possible reduction of right turning 

vehicles from the store.  

2) A Keep Clear marking keeping the entry to the car park clear 

for any right turning vehicles using the dedicated right turn lane.  

7.21 CCC Highways also note that this application does not indicate 

the removal or banning of right turning traffic which was accepted 

during the original application. This is an issue that has been 

raised through the majority of the representations received. A 

restriction to a left hand turn only from this car park is not 

proposed and is not under consideration as part of this 

application. A left hand only exit from the site cannot now be 

imposed as the original planning permissions (both the 

Inspectors appeal decision in 2013 and the later planning 

permission in 2014) were acceptable without any such 

restriction. There is no unacceptable impact on highway safety, 

or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would not 

be severe through the proposal and therefore the application 

cannot be refused on these grounds.  

7.22 CCC Highways as the Local Highway Authority have no 

objections to the proposed development and recommend 

approval subject to a condition to secure the off-site highway 

improvement works. 

7.23 The proposed development is therefore considered to comply 

with policies LP12 (f),  LP16 and LP17 of Huntingdonshire’s 

Local Plan to 2036 and policy TT1 of the Huntingdon 

Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2026. 

Other Matters 
7.24 Human Rights issues – this application would raise no known 

Human Rights issues.  



7.25 Equality Act 2010 – this application would raise no known issued 

under the Equality Act.  

Response to Representations 
7.26 The majority of issues raised within the representations received 

have been addressed elsewhere in this report. 

7.27 A query was raised regarding the description of the proposed 

development and whether this should include the provision of the 

ghost island turn into the site. As can be seen on the attached 

plans the ghost right hand turn facility is existing and was part of 

the previous planning permission details for the Lidl store. As 

such the description as set out at the top of this report is 

considered to be accurate and correct. Any works off-site and 

within the Highway are also subject to separate approval under 

Highways legislation (S278 Agreement under Section 278 of the 

Highways Act 1980).  

7.28 Other suggested solutions to the traffic problems in this location 

have been submitted however the Local Planning Authority can 

only consider the proposals in front of it to consider. Through the 

negotiations on this case with CCC Highways an acceptable 

solution has been reached, which is supported by CCC 

Highways as the statutory consultee on matters around highway 

safety and vehicle movements.  

Planning Balance and Conclusion  
7.29 The NPPF (2019) has at its heart the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development (para 11) and requires the approval of 

development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

development plan without delay. The presumption in favour of 

sustainable development requires proposals to achieve 

economic, social and environmental gains; as such a balancing 

exercise has to be undertaken to weigh up the benefits of the 

scheme against its disadvantages. When considered in the 



round, the proposal would contribute to the economic, 

environmental and social dimensions of sustainability.  

7.30 In terms of the economic dimensions of sustainable 

development, the proposal would assist in maintaining the 

operation of the existing Lidl store assisting the local economy 

through spending on local services / facilities.  

7.31 Regarding the social dimension, the site appears to have no 

significant constraints and is deliverable. The safety of the public 

using the footpaths adjacent to the store will be improved as left 

hand turning vehicles will have a dedicated lane through the 

proposals removing the option for mounting the pavement to 

manoeuvre around right hand turning vehicles waiting at the 

junction, and therefore improving the safety aspect for 

pedestrians using this side of the pavement.  

7.32 In terms of the environmental dimension, the proposal offers a 

visually acceptable proposal. There are no objections from the 

Highway Authority with reference to the safety or capacity of the 

local highway network and would allow the operators of the site 

to manage its users vehicles in a better way.  

7.33 Having fully assessed all three objectives of sustainable 

development; economic, social and environmental within this 

report it is concluded that this proposal will be acceptable and 

can be supported.  

8. RECOMMENDATION  - APPROVAL subject to 
conditions to include the following 

• Time limit 
• Approved plans 
• Off-site highway works 
• Bollards / street furniture 

 



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  

CONTACT OFFICER: 

Enquiries about this report to Louise Newcombe, Development 
Management Team Leader (South) 01480 388490 
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PAP/M1 
HUNTINGDON TOWN COUNCIL 

 
PLANNING COMMENTS :  13th June 2019  

 

19/00919/FUL  
Kate Bleloch, Lidl Great Britain, Wellington Parkway, Magna Park, LE1 4XW 
 
To create a two lane egress onto Stukeley Road from Lidl's existing access. 11 
Stukeley Road, Huntingdon 
 
Recommend REFUSE. Members felt the proposed changes would not reduce 
congestion in the area, and suggested right turns out of the store negatively 
affected the safety of the road. Members also felt that adding another lane 
would make the crossing unsafe for pedestrians. Members also noted that there 
was insufficent space for the proposed box junction. Lastly, Members felt that 
the traffic and incident information was incomplete. Members recommended 
that the junction should allow left turns only. 
 
 
19/01025/HHFUL  
Mr Chris Campbell, Nutwood Ventures Ltd, Po Box 580, Huntingdon, PE29 9EB 
 
Proposed single storey front extension. 2 St Barnabus Court, Huntingdon, PE29 1HS 
 
Recommend APPROVE. 
 
 
19/01003/HHFUL  
Mrs A Ali, 9 Pennington Road, Hartford, PE29 1QA 
 
First floor storey side, single storey rear extension and garage conversion. 9 
Pennington Road, Hartford, Huntingdon, PE29 1QA 
 
Recommend APPROVE. 
 
 
19/00937/FUL  
This Land, Compass House, Vision Park, Histon, Cambridge, CB24 9AD 
 
Demolition of existing school buildings (D1) and erection of 4 no. 3 bed houses (C3). 
Trinity School, School Lane, Hartford, Huntingdon, PE29 1XX 
 
Members felt an archaelogical survey of the site was required. Members also 
felt conditions on construction vehicles would be needed to reduce impact on 
the surrounding area. Recommend APPROVE subject to archaeology and traffic 
conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 

 



PAP/M7 
HUNTINGDON TOWN COUNCIL 

 
PLANNING COMMENTS : 5th SEPTEMBER 2019  

 

19/00503/FUL  
Mr P Marsden Findlay, 6 Mill Common, c/o Agent 
 
Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of two dwellings 
 
Recommend APPROVE subject to archaeological investigations due to recent 
find in the Mill Common area. 
 
1. Revised Tree information received. 2. Updated Flood Risk Assessment  
27/08/2019 Amended FRA 08/07/2019; Amended plans received, reduced site plan 
and amended elevations plans. 
 
Recommend APPROVE. Members noted the Revised Tree Information and 
Updated Flood Risk Assessment, but pointed out that they'd still like to see 
archaeological investigations in the area.  
05/09/2019 Recommend APPROVE. 
19/00919/FUL  
Kate Bleloch, Lidl Great Britain, Wellington Parkway, Magna Park, LE1 4XW 
 
To create a two lane egress onto Stukeley Road from Lidl's existing access. 11 
Stukeley Road, Huntingdon 
 
Recommend REFUSE. Members felt the proposed changes would not reduce 
congestion in the area, and suggested right turns out of the store negatively 
affected the safety of the road. Members also felt that adding another lane 
would make the crossing unsafe for pedestrians. Members also noted that there 
was insufficent space for the proposed box junction. Lastly, Members felt that 
the traffic and incident information was incomplete. Members recommended 
that the junction should allow left turns only. 
 
Response note received by Agents 16/08/2019 addressing comments received from 
CCC Highways and Huntingdon Town Council 
 
Recommend REFUSE. Members did not feel that the response and design from 
Lidl alleviated their previous concerns. 
19/01573/HHFUL  
Miss Yvette Strevens, 7 Tennyson Close, Huntingdon, PE29 1NG 
 
Erection of single storey conservatory at the rear of the property. 7 Tennyson Close, 
Huntingdon, PE29 1NG 
 
Recommend APPROVE. Members had no objections 
 
 

  



PAP/M12
HUNTINGDON TOWN COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMENTS : 14th November 2019

18/02656/FUL
Ely Diocesan Board of Finance

Erection of dwelling and garage and alterations of access. Land rear of former vicarage, 
Church Lane, Hartford.

Members deferred this for comment. Concerns were raised over the lack of 
archaeological information, ecological assessment for local wildlife, and also 
information relating to traffic and access to the proposed property.

1. Amended plans, ecology statement and tree survey submitted.

Recommend REFUSE. Concerns were raised over the lack of archaeological 
information, ecological assessment for local wildlife, and also information 
relating to traffic and access to the proposed property.
19/00919/FUL
Kate Bleloch, Lidl Great Britain, Wellington Parkway, Magna Park, LE1 4XW

To create a two lane egress onto Stukeley Road from Lidl's existing access. 11 
Stukeley Road, Huntingdon

Recommend REFUSE. Members felt the proposed changes would not reduce 
congestion in the area, and suggested right turns out of the store negatively 
affected the safety of the road. Members also felt that adding another lane would 
make the crossing unsafe for pedestrians. Members noted that there was 
insufficent space for the proposed box junction. Lastly, Members felt that the 
traffic and incident information was incomplete. Members recommended that the 
junction should allow left turns only.

Response note received by Agents 16/08/2019 addressing comments received from 
CCC Highways and Huntingdon Town Council
1. Revised proposed access improvemen ts plan recived 24/10/2019 - refernece 
SCP/190083/SK01 Rev C 
2. Tmeline of planning application received 24/10/2019

Recommend REFUSE. Members did not feel that the response and design from 
Lidl alleviated their previous concerns.
14/11/2019 Recommend REFUSE. Members did not feel that the response and 
design from Lidl alleviated their previous concerns.



PLANNING CONSULTATION RESPONSE

To  Louise Newcombe
Huntingdonshire District Council
Pathfinder House 
St Marys Street 
Huntingdon
PE29 3TN

Economy, Transport & Environment 

  Highway Development Management
Cambridgeshire County Council
West Highways Division
Stanton House, Stanton Way
Stukeley Road
Huntingdon

  Cambs PE29 6PY  

App Reference: 19/00919/FUL
Contact: Robin HobbsDate IN : 29/10/19 Date Out : 13/11/19

RE: Application description
Proposal To create a two lane egress onto Stukeley Road from Lidl's existing access
Location:  11 Stukeley Road Huntingdon PE29 6HG

Regarding that proposed I would have no objection to the provision of the dedicated 
left turn lane from the premises, The Highway Authority has been in contact with the 
applicant in an effort to encourage this manoeuvre with internal signage.

Whilst this proposal does not prohibit right turning traffic, (it should be noted that this 
is not the purpose of this application nor could it be enforced as part of this 
application) 

The access as it exists at present works in a satisfactory manner during less busy 
times, and issues only arise when standing traffic is encountered where some drivers 
miss use the facility by forcing their way onto the right turn lane, waiting within 
northbound lane

At present vehicles do have to wait at peak time until a gap becomes available to 
undertake a right turn manoeuvre, which can cause frustration to drivers behind 
wishing to turn left. 
Providing the left out lane drivers would have the option not to wait for extended 
periods and it could therefore promote this left turn manoeuvre and minimise right 
turning traffic during times of peak flow.



The most recent plan submitted (SCP/190083/SK01 REV C) now indicates a detailed 
dimensioned plan indicating only a keep clear marking for inward bound vehicle 
movements only which is acceptable. 

The drawing also shows that the proposed two lane exit which could serve to promote 
left turns out from the car park. The plan is dimensioned and while it does give 
pedestrians a second lane to cross, the flow leaving the car park is not heavy enough 
to delay pedestrians for a significant period and the speeds of vehicles leaving is very 
low as they are approaching a give way facility adjoining the highway. (This type of 
facility is seen on many roundabouts and works without issues where flows and entry 
speeds are often greater)

It should be noted that the left turn manoeuvre (even with a single lane exit) is already 
witnessed but with vehicles leaving the site by mounting and using the footway, this
proposed would therefore would be preferable to that situation.

The two lane exit does not extend the access any nearer to the pedestrian crossing 
than at present.

In summary therefore:

The layout proposed provides:

1. A second dedicated left out lane from the stores car park. Which could promote 
the possible reduction of right turning vehicles from the store 

2. A Keep Clear marking keeping the entry to the car park clear for any right 
turning vehicles using the dedicated right turn lane.

This application does not indicate the removal or banning of right turning traffic which 
was accepted during the original application.

Given the above I would have no objections to that proposed. Please append the 
following conditions to any consent granted

HDMC 31 Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the off-site 
highway improvement works shall be completed to the written satisfaction of the Local 
Planning Authority. 

Reason:     to ensure that the highway network is adequate to cater for the 
development proposed. 

INFORMATIVES



The applicant should be informed that in order to carry out the works to the highway 
they will be required to enter a 278 agreement with the highway authority.
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Appeal Decision 
Hearing held on 5 November 2013 

Site visit made on 5 November 2013 

by Martin Whitehead  LLB BSc(Hons) CEng MICE 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 27 November 2013 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/H0520/A/13/2198872 

Land south of Fern Court, Stukeley Road, Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire 

PE29 6HG 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an 
application for part full and part outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Lidl UK GmbH against Huntingdonshire District Council. 
• The application Ref 1200633OUT, is dated 6 June 2012. 

• The development proposed is a hydrid application comprising full planning permission 
for the demolition of existing buildings and erection of a Lidl foodstore with associated 

parking, servicing and construction of both access points; and outline application for the 
erection of 14 apartments (for social rent) which will be developed as Phase 2 of the 

construction works. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for a hydrid 

application comprising full planning permission for the demolition of existing 

buildings and erection of a Lidl foodstore with associated parking, servicing and 

construction of both access points; and outline application for the erection of 

14 apartments (for social rent) which will be developed as Phase 2 of the 

construction works on land south of Fern Court, Stukeley Road, Huntingdon, 

Cambridgeshire PE29 6HG in accordance with the terms of the application, 

Ref 1200633OUT, dated 6 June 2012, subject to the conditions in the attached 

schedule. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. The part of the application for the erection of 14 apartments was submitted in 

outline form with all matters of detail, except access, reserved for later 

consideration. 

3. Following the submission of this appeal, the Council’s Development 

Management Panel (DMP) resolved on 17 June 2013 that it would have refused 

planning permission for the following reason: ‘The applicant has failed to 

provide an adequate and robust sequential assessment and as such has failed 

to demonstrate that the proposal could not be located within Huntingdon Town 

Centre.  The scheme benefits do not add sufficient weight to outweigh this 

conflict.  The development is therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy 

Framework, Core Strategy Policies CS1 and CS8, Policy S2 of the Local Plan 

and draft Policies LP1 and LP8 of the Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 

Stage 3’. 
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4. Following the close of the hearing, the appellant has submitted a certified copy 

of a Section 106 unilateral undertaking to secure the provision of affordable 

housing.  It consists of 4 documents that are identical except for the 

signatures, which represent the different parties.  An e-mail from the 

appellant’s legal adviser, dated 4 November 2013, suggests that this does not 

affect the enforceability.  I have been given no reason to doubt that the 

planning obligation in the submitted documents would be enforceable, 

particularly as the Council has confirmed that it is content with the wording.  I 

am satisfied that it meets the tests in Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulation 122, as it is necessary to make the development accord with that 

applied for.  I have therefore taken account of the affordable housing provision 

in my determination of this appeal. 

Main Issue 

5. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the vitality and viability of 

Huntingdon Town Centre, with particular regard to the sequential test given in 

the National Planning Policy Framework (Framework). 

Reasons 

6. The appeal site consists of a triangular shaped area of land that is about 0.77 

hectares in size.  It includes 3 bungalows, 2 semi-detached houses, a single 

storey retail unit, which I understand was used by a florist, and a garage.  The 

appellant has suggested that parts of the site were formerly occupied by a 

nursery.  It fronts onto the B1044 Stukeley Road, which is one of the main 

routes from the north west into Huntingdon Town Centre. 

7. The appeal proposal would include a Lidl foodstore together with 78 car parking 

spaces and residential development consisting of 14 units that would be for 

affordable housing, to be secured by a S106 unilateral undertaking.  The 

proposed foodstore and associated car parking would be designed to meet the 

requirements of the Lidl business model. 

8. The Council has referred to policies in its Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 

2036: Stage 3.  However, this document is at a relatively early stage in its 

progress towards adoption.  As such, I have attached limited weight to these 

emerging policies but I have used the Town Centre Designations Map in 

Appendix C to provide an indication of the Primary Shopping Area (PSA), as the 

Council has suggested at the hearing that there is no adopted map that shows 

this area.  The appellant has not contested the use of this map to define the 

PSA. 

9. The Framework, in paragraph 24, requires new development that is a main 

town centre use to be located in town centres, then edge of centre locations 

and, only if suitable sites are not available, out of centre sites should be 

considered.  This is to ensure the vitality of town centres.  Paragraph 27 of the 

Framework states that, if this sequential test is not satisfied, an application for 

a development for a town centre use should be refused.  The sequential test is 

further explained in Part 6 of the government’s Practice Guidance on Need, 

Impact and The Sequential Approach (Practice Guide). 

10. The appellant has not disputed that the Lidl foodstore would represent a main 

town centre use and that the appeal site would not be at a town centre or edge 

of centre location.  At the hearing, the Council indicated that it would consider 
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it to be acceptable for Lidl to move onto the site, subject to the required bus 

provision, if no suitable town centre or edge of centre sites would be available.  

The report to the Council’s DMP indicates that the Council considers the 

existing Waitrose Store at St Benedict’s Court to be a suitable town centre site 

and that, in making its decision that it would have refused planning permission, 

it has not considered any other sites as being suitable and available. 

11. The Practice Guide requires those promoting development to demonstrate why 

other sequentially preferable sites are not appropriate in terms of their 

availability, suitability and viability.  The appellant has argued that the existing 

Waitrose site is not appropriate in terms of its availability and suitability for the 

proposed Lidl foodstore. 

12. In looking at the availability, I have noted that Waitrose are currently operating 

its foodstore at the St Benedict’s Court site.  The Council has suggested in its 

DMP report that Waitrose are one of the intended occupiers of the Chequers 

Court redevelopment.  This redevelopment has been granted planning 

permission and demolition has commenced on the site.  However, I understand 

that its construction is dependent upon the completion of a multi-storey car 

park which would enable part of the existing ground level car park to be used 

for the redevelopment.  The Council has indicated that this redevelopment is 

sequentially dependent upon Sainsburys vacating its existing store, allowing it 

to be sub-divided under planning permission granted in April 2012, and moving 

to a new development to the west of the existing site, for which planning 

permission has been granted in May 2013. 

13. The Council has informed me that Manormaker are the owners of the Chequers 

Court development and Churchmanor Estates are a joint venture partner of this 

company, and they have provided an indication of the expected timescales for 

this redevelopment.  This anticipates the development to be available in Spring 

2015.  I have been provided with very little substantive evidence, such as a 

programme, to support this date.  Taking account of the significant number of 

pre-commencement planning conditions that still need to be discharged and 

the possible linkages with other new development, I find that there is a high 

degree of uncertainty about the date of availability of the Chequers Court 

development. 

14. Whilst the existing Waitrose store could be vacated within the next 3 years, 

there is very limited evidence to show that this would be the case, particularly 

as there is nothing before me from Waitrose to confirm that they are intending 

to relocate to the Chequers Court development.  The Council has referred to 

paragraph 6.39 of the Practice Guide to support its stance that a 3 to 5 year 

period to assess availability would be appropriate.  However, the Practice Guide 

also suggests that this will depend upon local circumstances, and paragraph 

6.37 of the document defines availability as being whether the sites are 

available now or are likely to become available for development within a 

reasonable period of time.  It further suggests that this should be determined, 

having regard to the urgency of the need. 

15. With respect to the urgency of the need, the Lidl foodstore would be what is 

described as a ‘Limited Assortment Discount’ (LAD) foodstore, and planning 

conditions would ensure that its use would meet this definition.  The Council 

has not contested the appellant’s claim that the need for an LAD foodstore in 

Huntingdon has been identified for about 8 years, including in the retail reports 
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and studies by Roger Tym & Partners in March 2010 and Deloitte in 2013.  As 

such, I find that an urgent need for such a foodstore has been demonstrated.  

Therefore, it is unreasonable to delay the provision of the Lidl foodstore in 

Huntingdon for what could be an uncertain period of time to wait for the 

Waitrose store to become available.  In his respect, I do not consider the 

Waitrose store to be available for the appeal development. 

16. I have considered the representations received on 18 July 2013 on behalf of 

Manormaker and Churchmanor Estates which suggest that, in the event that 

Waitrose do not relocate, the Chequers Court scheme would itself represent a 

sequentially preferable site to the appeal site.  This indicates to me further 

uncertainty about the availability of the Waitrose site.  All the previous reports 

and correspondence have suggested that the Chequers Court development has 

been designed with Waitrose as the main occupier, and the appellant has 

indicated at the hearing that its enquiries about this development have not 

been answered.  Also, the Council confirmed at the hearing that, if Waitrose did 

occupy part of the Chequers Court redevelopment, Lidl would not be able to be 

accommodated in that development.  Therefore, I have not taken this site as 

being available for the appeal development. 

17. Turning to the suitability of the existing Waitrose store for use as a LAD 

foodstore, Lidl has referred to its requirements in its business model.  It has 

suggested that it is critical to its working arrangement that the store is 

rectangular with wide enough aisles to be able to control the sales floor, move 

palettes and keep costs to a minimum.  Also, it has indicated that it is not able 

to function without surface level car parking.  It has supported this by 

reference to its approximately 600 stores, most of which it has suggested 

conform to its business model requirements.  It has indicated that those stores 

that do not conform do not operate efficiently and the majority are in the 

process of being extended or replaced with larger stores. 

18. The Council has referred to examples of Lidl stores that it considers do not 

conform to the stated requirements of the business mode.  However, I have 

been given very limited details of these stores to make any direct comparisons 

with the Waitrose store.  The appellant has explained that the Waitrose store 

does not provide the required surface level car parking or allow a rectangular 

shaped store of a suitable size and has columns that are too close together to 

enable the required aisle widths to satisfy the Lidl business model.  At my site 

inspection I observed that it has 2 lifts to roof top car parking, but these are a 

limited size, and that there are a significant number of columns within the store 

that would restrict its layout.  

19. In this respect, I have noted that the Practice Guide expects an operator to be 

flexible about its chosen business model.  However, in the absence of sufficient 

expert evidence to demonstrate that the requirements of Lidl’s business model 

are not essential to ensure that its stores are viable, I find that the Waitrose 

store would be unsuitable for use by Lidl as a LAD foodstore, particularly as 

there appears to me to be limited scope or space to make significant changes 

to the layout or size of the building. 

20. With regard to the relative location of the appeal site, I noticed that it is about 

a 10 minute walk from the edge of the Huntingdon Town Centre PSA.  Whilst it 

is separated from the PSA by the ring road, the new Sainsburys store would 
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also be located outside the ring road, albeit within the Town Centre Boundary 

shown on the Town Centre Designations Map in the Draft Local Plan. 

21. At my site visit, I observed that there are bus stops near to the site that 

provide access to regular services into Huntingdon Town Centre.  Although 

Cambridgeshire County Council, as the Highway Authority, has requested 

contributions to be made towards improvements to the bus stops to the south 

of the site, I am satisfied that any necessary improvements would be secured 

by a planning condition.  Also, planning conditions would secure a Travel Plan 

and improvements for access by bicycles.  As such, in the absence of a suitable 

and available site that is within or on the edge of Huntingdon Town Centre, I 

find that the appeal site would be an acceptable location for the proposed Lidl 

foodstore, having regard to its accessibility by car, foot, cycle and public 

transport. 

22. In considering the objections to the proposal, I am satisfied that the concerns 

about highway safety and traffic congestion would be adequately addressed by 

suitable planning conditions.  The Council has not raised these matters as a 

reason why it would have refused planning permission and the Highway 

Authority has not objected, subject to securing a number of measures.  

Furthermore, the Framework indicates in paragraph 32 that development 

should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where its residual 

cumulative impacts are severe.  I have no evidence to show that the appeal 

proposal would result in a severe impact on highway safety or traffic 

congestion. 

23. The appellant has referred to the following benefits of the proposed 

development, which the Council has accepted.  It would help to deliver 14 

much needed affordable homes, by way of a S106 unilateral undertaking, even 

though it is not a requirement for this scale of residential development to 

provide affordable housing.  It would employ the equivalent of 20 full time 

employees, which would represent a significant increase in employment from 

that which would be lost due to the development.  It would also result in visual 

improvements to the site and surrounding area.  These matters all contribute 

towards the proposal being a sustainable development in accordance with the 

Framework. 

24. I have considered the Council’s objectives to improve Huntingdon Town Centre, 

which includes as one of its top priorities the improvements of retail facilities of 

Chequers Court.  In this respect, an LAD foodstore, such as the one proposed, 

has been identified as being urgently needed in Huntingdon.  As I have found 

that there are no suitable or available sites for the proposed foodstore within or 

on the edge of Huntingdon Town Centre, the appeal site offers the most 

sustainable location for it that is available within Huntingdon. 

25. The proposal would result in a new foodstore that would increase employment 

and bring economic benefits to the area.  I accept that the relative location of 

the appeal site would make it unlikely to directly contribute to the vitality and 

viability of Huntingdon Town Centre, including to the Chequers Court 

development.  However, as it would represent a specialist discount foodstore, I 

find that there is insufficient evidence to show that it would cause any 

significant harm to this vitality and viability, particularly as it would not 

compete directly with the retail premises and would be complementary to the 

activities within the Town Centre. 
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26. For the reasons given above, I have found that the proposal would not have an 

unacceptable harmful effect on the vitality and viability of Huntingdon Town 

Centre and would accord with the sequential test given in the Framework.  As 

such, it would accord with Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 Policy S2, in terms 

of its accessibility; and Huntingdonshire District Council Core Strategy 2009 

Policy CS1, with regard to representing sustainable development; and Policy 

CS8 in terms of its effect on the vitality and viability of Huntingdonshire’s town 

centres.  It would also represent sustainable development in accordance with 

the Framework.  Therefore, having regard to all matters raised, I conclude that 

the appeal should succeed. 

Conditions 

27. I have considered the conditions suggested by the Council should the appeal be 

allowed, including the standard time for commencement of development for 

Phase 1 and the submission of reserved matters details and the standard 

timescales for Phase 2.  A condition to ensure compliance with the plans, 

including the phasing, is necessary for the avoidance of doubt and in the 

interests of proper planning. 

28. Based on the past use of the site and information provided in reports, 

conditions regarding the investigation and remediation of contamination of the 

site are necessary for health and safety reasons.  A condition to ensure the 

implementation of flood risk management measures is necessary to reduce the 

risks from flooding.  A condition enabling archaeological work on the site is 

necessary for heritage interests, based on the history of the area.  Conditions 

regarding the protection of trees, materials and landscaping are necessary to 

protect the character and appearance of the surrounding area.  A condition 

regarding the provision of fire hydrants is necessary in the interests of safety.  

A condition to control the use of the store to ensure that it would be used for 

an LAD is necessary to ensure that it would comply with the terms of the 

application and to protect the vitality and viability of Huntingdon Town Centre. 

29. Conditions to ensure the provision of cycle parking for both phases of the 

development, improvements to cycling and walking facilities and bus stops and 

the provision of a Travel Plan are necessary to ensure that the development 

would be sustainable in providing for alternative forms of transport to the 

private motor car.  A condition regarding the provision of car parking for 

disabled users is necessary to provide equal access for all and to comply with 

guidance.  Conditions regarding car parking and manoeuvring space, including 

the drainage, for both phases of development, and loading and unloading space 

and the provision and closure of vehicular accesses, including off site highway 

and access works, are necessary in the interests of highway safety and 

convenience. 

30. A condition to control the hours of deliveries to and from the store is necessary 

to protect the living conditions of local residents.  A condition to control the 

scale of the apartment building is necessary to protect the character and 

appearance of the area.  Conditions regarding landscaping measures to screen 

the amenity area of the apartments and to provide noise mitigation measures 

are necessary in the interests of the living conditions of the future residents. 

31. A condition regarding energy efficiency/sustainability measures is necessary in 

the interests of sustainable development.  I am satisfied that all these 

conditions are reasonable and necessary.  I have combined some of the 
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suggested conditions and worded them to reflect the advice in Circular 11/95: 

The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions. 

M J WhiteM J WhiteM J WhiteM J Whiteheadheadheadhead 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Nick Hardy BA(Hons) DipTP 

MRTPI 

Director, GVA 

Miles Drew BA(Hons) MPlan 

MRTPI 

Planner, GVA 

Robert Beaumont Property Director, Appellant Company 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Andy Brand BSc(Hons) MA Team Leader, Development Management, 

Huntingdonshire District Council 

Paul Mumford Planning Officer, Huntingdonshire District Council 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Beryl Stewart Local Resident 

O J Day Local Resident 

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AFTER OPENING THE HEARING 

 

1 Signed Section 106 unilateral undertaking, submitted by the appellant. 

2 Letter from Huntingdonshire District Council, dated 10 October 2013, 

regarding the discharge of planning conditions for new foodstore and filling 

station on land between St Johns Street and George Street, submitted by the 

appellant. 

3 Statement of Beryl Stewart, submitted by Beryl Stewart. 

4 Planning Consultation Response from Cambridgeshire County Council 

Highways Development Control, dated 14/9/12, submitted by the Council 

after the close of the hearing. 

5 Letter, dated 5 November 2012 from Cambridgeshire County Council, 

submitted by the Council after the close of the hearing. 

6 Signed Section 106 unilateral undertaking, submitted by the appellant after 

the close of the hearing. 

7 Certified Section 106 unilateral undertaking, submitted by the appellant after 

the close of the hearing. 

8 E-mail, dated 25 November 2013, from Huntingdonshire District Council 

regarding the Section 106 unilateral undertaking, submitted by the Council 

after the close of the hearing. 

 

PLAN SUBMITTED AT THE HEARING 

 

A Copy of 1:13,500 Scale plan of Huntingdon, submitted by the Council. 
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS 

1) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plans, other than those details to be approved under 

reserved matters: 1:1250 Location Plan and Drawing Nos 952/25 Rev Y, 

952/27 Rev D, 952/28 Rev F, 952/29 Rev B and 952/30 Rev A and, unless 

otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the 

development shall be implemented and undertaken in accordance with the 

phasing details on approved plans Drawing Nos 952/32 Rev C and 952/33 

Rev C. 

2) No development shall take place until a remediation strategy that includes 

the following components to deal with the risks associated with 

contamination of the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the local planning authority:  

(a) A preliminary risk assessment which has identified all previous uses; 

potential contaminants associated with those uses; a conceptual model 

of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors; and potentially 

unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site. 

(b) A site investigation scheme, based on (a) to provide information for a 

detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, 

including those off site. 

(c) The results of the site investigation and the detailed risk assessment 

referred to in (b) and, based on these, an options appraisal and 

remediation strategy giving full details of the remediation measures 

required and how they are to be undertaken. 

(d) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in 

order to demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy 

in (c) are complete and identifying any requirements for longer-term 

monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for 

contingency action. 

The scheme shall be implemented as approved. 

3) No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until a 

verification report demonstrating completion of works set out in the approved 

remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 

report shall include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in 

accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site 

remediation criteria have been met.  It shall also include any plan (‘long-term 

monitoring and maintenance plan’) for longer-term monitoring of pollutant 

linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action, as identified 

in the verification plan.  The long-term monitoring and maintenance plan 

shall be implemented as approved. 

4) If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be 

present at the site then no further development shall be carried out until 

written approval has been obtained from the local planning authority of a 

remediation strategy detailing how this contamination shall be dealt with.  

The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved. 

5) No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground is permitted other 

than with the express written consent of the local planning authority, which 
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may be given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that 

there is no resultant unacceptable risk to controlled waters.  The 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the approval details. 

6) The development hereby permitted shall include the implementation of flood 

risk management measures in accordance with Section 6.0 of the site specific 

flood risk assessment by Richard Jackson, dated January 2012. 

7) No development shall take place until the implementation of a programme 

(including timetable) of archaeological work has been secured in accordance 

with a written scheme of investigation that has been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

8) No development or other operations shall commence on site until the existing 

trees and/or hedgerows to be retained have been protected in accordance 

with details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained 

tree or hedge shall be carried out before any equipment, machinery, or 

materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of development or other 

operations.  The fencing shall be retained intact for the full duration of the 

development until all equipment, materials and surplus materials have been 

removed from the site.  If the fencing is damaged all operations shall cease 

until it is repaired in accordance with the approved details.  Nothing shall be 

stored or placed in any fenced area in accordance with this condition and the 

ground levels within those areas shall not be altered nor shall any 

excavations be made without the written approval of the local planning 

authority. 

9) The Phase 1 development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three 

years from the date of this decision. 

10) The Phase 1 development shall not take place until details of the materials to 

be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the building hereby 

permitted in that Phase of the development have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  Development shall be 

carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

11) The Phase 1 development shall not take place until the hard and soft 

landscape details for the area of public realm to the west of the store along 

Stukeley Road and those areas within the store car park (including the fence 

to the north-western boundary of the site) have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The landscaping shall be 

implemented in accordance with the approved details and the hard 

landscaping shall be provided prior to the opening of the store and the soft 

landscaping shall be provided during the first planting season after the first 

use of the store.  The fence to the north-western boundary of the site shall 

be retained thereafter.  Should any of the landscaping trees, shrubs or plants 

be removed, damaged or die within 5 years of being planted then they shall 

be replaced with others of similar age and species unless otherwise agreed in 

writing by the local planning authority. 

12) The Phase 1 development shall not take place until details of the type and 

location of fire hydrants have been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the local planning authority.  The fire hydrants shall be installed in 

accordance with the approved details and made available for use prior to the 

first use of the store. 
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13) The building permitted under the Phase 1 development shall be used only for 

A1 retail use and for no other purpose (including any other purpose in Class 

A1 of the Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 

1987 or in any provision equivalent to that Class revoking or enacting that 

Order).  No more than 20% of the permitted retail floor area shall be used for 

the sale of comparison goods; the number of lines that shall be for sale in the 

store at any one time shall be limited to a maximum of 1,800; and the store 

shall not include any post office, pharmacy, butchers or bakery, other than 

the heating of pre-prepared products.  For the purposes of this condition, 

comparison goods are items not obtained on a frequent basis, including 

clothing, footwear, household and recreational goods. 

14) Notwithstanding the details shown on the approved plans, cycle parking shall 

be provided prior to the first use of the store hereby permitted in accordance 

with details that shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority.  The cycle parking shall be retained for these 

purposes thereafter. 

15) Notwithstanding the details shown on the approved plans, car parking for 

disabled users shall be provided prior to the first use of the store hereby 

permitted in accordance with details that shall have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The parking spaces shall 

be retained for car parking for disabled users thereafter. 

16) Prior to the first occupation of the store hereby permitted, space for vehicles 

to park, wait and turn and for servicing, loading and unloading shall be laid 

out, demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with details 

that shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  The space shall be retained for these purposes 

thereafter. 

17) The existing accesses to the site shall be permanently and effectively closed 

and the footway shall be reinstated in accordance with a scheme to be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority within 

28 days of the commencement of the first use of either of the new accesses 

hereby permitted.  The new accesses shall be laid out and constructed with 

drainage measures to prevent surface water run-off onto the adjacent public 

highway in accordance with a scheme that shall have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

18) The Phase 1 development shall not commence until a detailed engineering 

scheme for the off site highway and access works in accordance with Drawing 

No SCP/10038/001 in Appendix 6 of the Transport Assessment by SCP 

Transport Planning, dated October 2012, have been submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The store hereby 

permitted shall not be occupied until the works have been constructed in 

accordance with the approved details. 

19) The store hereby permitted shall not be occupied until a footway/cycleway of 

minimum width 2.5 metres has been laid out and constructed along the 

length of the site frontage to Stukeley Road and extended to link with the 

existing footway network to the north and south and the 2 bus stops on 

Stukeley Road immediately to the south of the site have been improved in 

accordance with a detailed engineering scheme that shall have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by local planning authority. 
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20) Prior to the first use of the store hereby permitted, a detailed Travel Plan 

shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

The Travel Plan, which shall include measures to promote the use of public 

transport, cycles and pedestrian trips for staff and customers, shall be 

implemented in accordance with the approved details. 

21) No deliveries shall be taken at or despatched from the store hereby permitted 

outside 0700 hours to 2300 hours on any day. 

22) Details of the appearance, landscaping, layout, and scale, (hereinafter called 

‘the reserved matters’) of the Phase 2 development shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority before any of the Phase 2 

development begins and the Phase 2 development shall be carried out as 

approved. 

23) Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local 

planning authority not later than three years from the date of this 

permission. 

24) The Phase 2 development hereby permitted shall begin not later than two 

years from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be 

approved. 

25) The Phase 2 building hereby permitted shall not exceed the limits of the 

height, width and length shown on Drawing No 952/30 Rev A. 

26) The landscaping details submitted pursuant to condition 22 shall include 

details of measures to screen the service yard of the store hereby permitted 

from the amenity area of the apartments hereby permitted. 

27) Prior to the commencement of the Phase 2 development, noise mitigation 

measures for the residential development (in terms of glazing, acoustic 

ventilation and sound reduction within the roof) shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The approved measures 

shall be provided prior to the first occupation of any apartment and retained 

thereafter. 

28) Prior to the first occupation of any apartment hereby permitted, parking and 

turning areas shall be provided for the Phase 2 development in accordance 

with details that shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority and shall thereafter be retained for these purposes. 

29) Prior to the commencement of the Phase 2 development, details of the site 

drainage for that Phase of the development (including within the car park) 

shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

30) Prior to the commencement of the Phase 2 development, details of energy 

efficiency/sustainability measures shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority.  The approved measures shall be 

incorporated within the development and shall be available for use prior to 

the first occupation of any apartment hereby permitted. 

31) Prior to the commencement of the Phase 2 development, details of cycle 

storage for that Phase of the development shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The approved cycle 

storage areas shall be provided prior to the first occupation of any apartment 

hereby permitted and thereafter retained for these purposes. 



DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PANEL       16th MARCH 2015

Case No: 1401484FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION)

Proposal: DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS AND 
CONSTRUCTION OF LIDL FOODSTORE WITH 
ASSOCIATED CAR PARKING, LANDSCAPING AND NEW 
ACCESS

Location: LAND SOUTH OF FERN COURT STUKELEY ROAD  

Applicant: LIDL UK GMBH

Grid Ref: 523322   272445

Date of Registration:   01.09.2014

Parish: HUNTINGDON

RECOMMENDATION -    APPROVE 

The application has been referred to the Development Management 
Panel as the Town Council has recommended refusal, contrary to the 
officer’s recommendation. 

1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION

1.1 The application site comprises approximately 0.77 hectares of land 
immediately to the west of the railway line on the south-western side 
of Stukeley Road. The site has recently been cleared; the demolition 
of the buildings previously on the site was agreed as part of previous 
approval 1200633OUT. There is a Walnut tree on the site of the 
proposed residential development, which is subject to a Tree 
Preservation Order.

1.2 The area immediately surrounding the site is predominantly a mix of 
industrial and residential, with large residential areas to the west of 
the site and a mix of light to heavy industry to the north and east of 
the site.

1.3 Surrounding land uses include:
* Open land/skateboard and play area to the west;
* Flatted residential development to the north (Fern Court);
* Residential dwellings to the north-east;
* Industrial buildings to the north.

1.4 Stukeley Road is a 30 mph speed limit road at this point and traffic is 
controlled/regulated by the existing signal controlled pedestrian 
crossing immediately to the north of the application site and the signal 
controlled junction between Stukeley Road, St Peter’s Road and 
Ermine Street (under the Iron Bridge). 

1.5 Full planning permission is sought for the erection of a Lidl foodstore 
with a total floor area measuring 1885sq.m. (gross external). The 



application also includes associated car parking (97 spaces), 
vehicular and pedestrian accesses and landscaping. 

1.6 The dimensions of the proposed store are:
* Height = 7.2 metres (max.); 4.8 metres (min.) – store height 
increases from southeast to northwest
* Depth (facing Stukeley Road) = 28.2 metres (max.) including 
entrance canopy
* Width = 80 metres (max.), including delivery area
* Sales area = 64 metres x 20.1 metres = 1286 sq.m.

1.7 Amended plans were received 9/1/15 showing a revised layout and 
reduced store size; a revised Transport Assessment and addendum
to Design and Access Statement were received 13/1/15; and a 
revised landscaping scheme was received 14/1/15. These were 
subject to a further round of consultation.                                                                 

2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) sets out the three 
dimensions to sustainable development - an economic role, a social 
role and an environmental role - and outlines the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. Under the heading of Delivering 
Sustainable Development, the Framework sets out the Government's 
planning policies, the following of which are relevant for this 
application:

Chapter 1 - building a strong, competitive economy
Chapter 2 - ensuring the vitality of town centres
Chapter 4 - promoting sustainable transport
Chapter 7 - requiring good design

2.2 Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) provides information regarding 
assessing retail need and the tests to be undertaken as part of the 
sequential approach. 

3. PLANNING POLICIES

3.1 Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) 

H30: Existing Residential Areas 
H31: Residential privacy and amenity standards 
H37: Environmental Pollution 
S2: Individual Shopping Proposals 
T18: Access requirements for new development 
T19: Pedestrian Routes and Footpath 
En5: Conservation Area Character 
En9: Conservation Areas 
En12: Archaeological Implications 
En18: Protection of Trees
En20: Landscaping Scheme
En25: General Design Criteria
CS8: Water 

        



3.2 Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core Strategy 
(2009)

CS1: Sustainable development in Huntingdonshire 
CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy 
CS8: Land for Retail Development 
CS10: Contributions to Infrastructure Requirements 

3.3 Huntingdon West Area Action Plan (2011) 

HW4: Development sites in the George Street/Ermine Street 
area - identifies that a mixed use including retail development 
of approximately 5,350 m2 of retail development which is 
complementary to the continuing vitality and viability of the 
town centre and does not jeopardise the delivery of further 
redevelopment at Chequers Court would be appropriate on 6 
hectares of land in the George Street/Ermine Street area of 
the overall site. The application site is outside but immediately 
adjacent to this Action Area.

3.4 Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013)

LP1: Strategy and principles for development 
LP6: Flood Risk and Water Management 
LP8: Development in the Spatial Planning Areas 
LP13: Quality of Design 
LP15: Ensuring a High Standard of Amenity 
LP17: Sustainable Travel 
LP18: Parking Provision 
LP20: Ensuring Town Centre Vitality and Viability 
LP28: Biodiversity and Protected Habitats and Species 
LP29: Trees, Woodland and Related Features 
LP31: Heritage Assets and their Settings 

3.5 Proposed Allocation HU5 suggests that the site should be allocated 
for approximately 70 homes subject to certain criteria being satisfied. 

3.6 Huntingdonshire Retail Development Advice (2010).

4. PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 Of relevance to this proposal is:
1001467FUL – Lidl foodstore on a smaller site than currently 
proposed (it excluded the Alda Motors site) - REFUSED

1200633OUT - Hybrid application comprising full planning permission 
for demolition of existing buildings and erection of Lidl foodstore -
1,600 sq.m. gross external area (1,063.3 sq.m. net) with 78 parking 
spaces, servicing and construction of both access points. Outline 
application for the erection of 14 apartments (for social rent –
REFUSED by HDC but ALLOWED ON APPEAL (November 2013) 
This store measured:

* Height: monopitch roof maximum 8 metres; minimum 4.8 
metres 
* Width: 52.9 metres (excluding delivery area)
* Depth: maximum 26.3 metres



1400124S73 - Minor material amendments to proposed foodstore 
building to include a bakery for the heating of pre-prepared products 
only, freezer compartment and additional warehouse, and layout of 
site approved under planning permission 1200633OUT–
PERMISSION GRANTED (May 2014)
This application increased the total gross external area to 1755 sq.m. 
to accommodate a ‘backnische’(freezer, table and oven to facilitate 
the heating of bread).  There was no change to the retail floor area -
1063 sq.m. – although there was a reduction in the number of car 
parking spaces to 69.

5. CONSULTATIONS

5.1 Huntingdon Town Council - Recommend REFUSAL (copies 
attached): 

Original submission - Members commented that the access to the site 
could cause congestion on the road.

Revised scheme - Members commented that there were still issues 
with the access to the site, and would currently cause congestion. 
Members also commented that new designs did not included an area 
of residential units.

5.2 HDC Environmental Protection Team: Records show that this site 
was previously a petrol station. As a result of Condition 2 of 
1200633OUT a land contamination risk assessment was undertaken 
and a remediation strategy written and approved. However, the 
previous proposal included residential houses, so for this new 
application without housing, the risk assessment would need revising. 
This could lead to a different remediation strategy. Recommend the 
risk posed by the previous use be reviewed in light of the proposed 
change of use and if necessary remediated to a level that makes the 
land suitable for its proposed new use. Condition also suggested 
relating to noise mitigation (no deliveries outside the hours of 07:00 –
23:00 and the approval of a scheme to control noise from the air 
handling plant).  

5.3 Environment Agency: No objection subject to recommended 
planning conditions being attached.

5.4 Alconbury and Ellington IDB: initial response - object on the 
grounds that the development blocks the legal access route to 
Barracks Brook. 

Revised response – based on the revised layout plans which clearly 
show the provision of a gate to maintain the Board’s legal access 
route to Barracks Brook, the Board removes its previous objection.

5.5 CCC Highways: Initially raised concerns over the Transport 
Assessment (TA), as the traffic data was too old (bus network has 
changed since the original 2010 application, and the Huntingdon 
Western Relief Road has opened since the previous TA was written). 
Furthermore, a safety audit had to be undertaken. 



Following the submission and consideration of the revised TA, and 
the satisfactory results of the safety audit, the County Council 
highways engineers have recommended approval, subject to the 
imposition of conditions.

6. REPRESENTATIONS

6.1 17 letters of support have been raised, making the following 
comments:

- will enhance this area of Huntingdon
- has been a blot on the landscape for many years
- remain an enthusiastic supporter of the Lidl application
- delighted that building & operation of the Lidl store is now on 
the near horizon
- it is a mistake to combine female & disabled facilities in one 
cubicle – should be space for all 4 individual categories: male, 
female, disabled & baby-change
- more choice, more jobs, more competition, a much needed 
boost for the economy in this area
- more alternatives for our shopping
- bigger store, more parking and a more efficient store would 
attract a lot more of the public
- only concern is that their delivery lorries do not block Ermine 
Street during the peak hours of the working day holding up 
traffic and workers trying to get to work

1 letter of objection, raising the following points:

- undue congestion that would be caused by the increase in the 
proposed parking area
- site is immediately adjacent to one of the most intractable 
areas of traffic congestion within the Huntingdon area 
- greater car park capacity will generate more frequent vehicle 
movements
- any vehicle needing to turn across a lane to enter or leave the 
site will need to wait 
- this is seriously bad news, particularly as the forecasts for the 
revised A14 envisage traffic from the west seeking to enter 
town coming down Stukeley Road.
- feebleness of the sustainability proposals - no solar panels or 
rainwater harvesting, and only lip service paid to the provision 
of cycle racks

7. ASSESSMENT

7.1 The main issues to consider are:
principle of development
highway safety and parking
esign and character
impact on trees
impact on amenity

7.2 Paragraph 215 of the NPPF requires that '...due weight should be 
given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of 
consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to 
the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be 
given).



7.3 Paragraph 216 states that '…decision-takers may also give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging plans according to:
*the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced 
the preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);
*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
*the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging 
plan to the policies in this Framework (the closer the policies in the 
emerging plan to the policies in the Framework, the greater the 
weight that may be given).

Principle of development

7.4 The principle of development has been established with the granting 
of permission under 1200633OUT at appeal, and the further granting 
of minor amendments under 1400124S73. The Inspector’s decision is 
a relevant and material planning consideration in the determination of 
this current application. 

7.5 The local planning authority previously refused permission for 
application 1200633OUT because it considered that the applicant had 
“failed to provide an adequate and robust sequential assessment and 
as such had failed to demonstrate that the proposal could not be 
located within Huntingdon Town Centre.” This conclusion was based 
on the assumption that Sainsbury’s would be moving to a new store 
within the Huntingdon West Area Action Plan ( HWAAP) area, which 
was granted permission under 1001750FUL, and that Waitrose would 
be moving to the new Chequers Court development. The current 
Waitrose site would therefore be available for a new Lidl store, which 
would be sequentially preferable, given its location within the town 
centre.

7.6 However, the Inspector concluded that there was a high degree of 
uncertainty about the availability of the Chequers Court development, 
and there had been no confirmation from Waitrose that they would be 
relocating. He also concluded that the existing Waitrose site would be 
unsuitable as a limited assortment discount store. Given that a limited 
assortment discount store was identified as being urgently needed for 
Huntingdon, and there were no other suitable or available sites within 
or on the edge of the town centre, and the foodstore would be unlikely 
to cause significant harm to the vitality and viability of the town centre, 
he allowed the appeal.

7.7 It is worth noting that since the appeal was allowed, both Sainsbury’s 
and Waitrose have changed their plans. Both chains have indicated 
that they will be staying on their current respective sites. 

7.8 Since the determination of the appeal, and the subsequent 
amendments to that permission granted under 1400124S73, there 
has been no change in the policy framework against which an 
application for retail use on this site should be determined. 
Furthermore, the permission granted under 1200633OUT has been 
implemented, with the demolition of the buildings and the discharge of 
several pre-commencement conditions. This permission therefore 



remains extant, and could be fully implemented at any time. This is a 
material consideration as a fall-back position for the applicant.

7.9 The additional floorspace proposed, over and above that already 
approved, would enable Lidl to deliver a foodstore more in-keeping 
with its current preferred business model. This store would sell the 
same number of product lines that would have been sold from the 
consented store, although the extra floorspace would enable Lidl to 
stock those product lines in greater depth. It will include a backnische, 
a feature which has already been approved by the LPA under 
application 1400124S73. As there would be no increase in the 
number of product lines sold from the store compared to the 
approved scheme, the turnover of the larger store would not be 
materially different from the scheme already approved.

7.10 Given that there is an extant permission for a Lidl foodstore on this 
site, it is not considered necessary to repeat the sequential test. 
Furthermore, although the sales area would increase from 1063 sq.m. 
to 1286 sq.m., given the limited product lines, it would not compete 
directly with the retail premises within the town centre, but would be 
complementary to them. The increase in the size of the store from 
that already approved (an increase of 223 sq.m.) would fall below the 
600 sq.m. threshold proposed in the emerging Local Plan. However, 
given the plan’s draft status, very little weight can be attached to this 
threshold. The development falls significantly below the NPPF 
threshold for an impact assessment (2,500 sq.m.). An impact 
assessment is not therefore required.

7.11 The proposal would accord with the sequential test, as set in the 
NPPF. It would meet the requirements of policy S2 of the 1995 Local 
Plan, in terms of its accessibility; policy CS1 of the 2009 Core 
Strategy, in regard to representing sustainable development; and 
policy CS8 of the 2009 Core Strategy, in terms of its effect on the 
vitality and viability of Huntingdon town centre. All of these policies 
can be given substantial weight, as being in compliance with the 
NPPF.

Highway safety and parking 

7.12 One vehicular access is proposed on to Stukeley Road, which would 
be positioned towards the SE end of the frontage. This is in 
approximately the same position as the previous southern access. 
This area of Stukeley Road already contains measures to control the 
flow of vehicles and allow pedestrians to cross. The latter is 
considered to be of benefit to the proposal in that it would aid to 
facilitate safe pedestrian access to the site from the north. 

7.13 Vehicular access to the development would be via a single priority 
controlled access off Stukeley Road. The proposed access would 
incorporate a ghost right turn lane into the site from Stukeley Road. A 
signalised crossing point is currently provided on Stukeley Road 
along the application site frontage. It is proposed to relocate the 
crossing a short distance (approximately 9 metres) north of its current 
position to allow the proposed ghost right turn lane to be installed. 
The road would be widened on the SW (application site) side, to 
facilitate this right turn lane for southbound traffic. This would allow 
cars to turn right into the site without blocking traffic behind. It would 



also ensure that HGVs can turn in and out without using the full width 
of the road. 

7.14 This new ghost right hand lane would result in northbound traffic 
being deflected, and needing to manoeuvre around the new lane. 
Whilst a ghost right hand lane is not strictly required to make this 
development acceptable, the applicant recognises that Stukeley Road 
is a key corridor for Huntingdon. The PM peak hour flow for Stukeley 
Road in this location is 1,500vph two way and the applicant considers 
that this level of activity more than justifies the proposed design. This 
design has been assessed as part of a Stage 1 safety audit and is 
considered to be safe and acceptable, in principle, subject to detail 
being agreed as part of the S.278 technical approval process.

7.15 Swept path assessments have been carried out to ensure the 
proposed access would accommodate the turning requirements of the 
largest delivery vehicles predicted to use the proposed development. 

7.16 The Town Council has objected to the proposal on highway safety 
grounds, as there are concerns that the development could cause 
congestion. However, there is no objection from the County Highway 
Authority, following the submission of a revised Transport 
Assessment and the receipt of a satisfactory stage 1 safety audit. The 
off-site works to the highway are therefore acceptable in principle. 
The final design is to be agreed with the County Highway Authority, 
and will be subject to a satisfactory technical approval process and a 
S.278 agreement. To ensure the works are carried out as per the final 
approved scheme, a condition will be attached.

7.17 In terms of parking provision, neither local nor national planning policy 
requires a defined number of parking spaces to be provided for any 
given development. Each proposal is to be assessed on its own 
merits having regard to the criteria detailed in policy LP18 of the Draft 
Local Plan. In effect, parking provision should be considered as part 
of the design process, having regard to the highway safety, servicing 
requirements, needs of potential users and amenities of neighbouring 
occupiers. As the local plan is still at a draft stage, limited weight can 
be attached to this policy (advised in the NPPF at para 216). 
However, it is in broad compliance with the NPPF. Paragraph 39 of 
the NPPF advises that local planning authorities should take account 
of the accessibility of the development, the type and use of 
development, and the availability of public transport.

7.18 The revised Transport Assessment includes an assessment of the 
likely parking demand for this discount food store. It suggests that the 
maximum parking occupancy (which occurs on a Saturday) would be 
in the order of 71 vehicles. During the week, this maximum parking 
occupancy would be approximately 40 vehicles. 

7.19 The proposed food store includes a total of 97 car parking spaces 
(including 4 for disabled users and 3 spaces for parents with 
children). This proposed level of parking represents a significant 
overprovision, based on the maximum number of spaces that would 
be required on a typical Saturday. This overprovision may encourage 
more people to drive to the site, resulting in additional car trips. Whilst 
this is not ideal, the NPPF (paragraph 32) states that development 
should only be refused on transport grounds where the residual 



cumulative impacts are severe. In this case, the level of car parking 
overprovision would not be so significant as to result in a detrimental 
impact on the local road network. This view is supported by the 
County Highway Authority. This element of the proposal is therefore 
acceptable.

7.20 Cycle parking would be provided on the site, and is shown as being 
provided on an island, in the centre of the site adjacent to the trolley 
bay shelter. This is not an ideal location, as cyclists would have to 
pass the entrance to the site, park their cycles and walk back. 
Furthermore, there is scope for alternative, more accessible cycle 
parking to be provided nearer the site entrance. A condition will be 
attached requiring these details to be agreed.

7.21 There are also good local public transport links with a number of bus 
stops within close proximity of the site.

7.22 Subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions the 
proposal would comply with policies LP17 and LP18 of the Draft 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013). These policies 
are consistent with the NPPF (paragraphs 32) that requires safe and 
suitable access to the site for all although, as emerging policies, they 
can only be afforded limited weight.

Design and character  

7.23 Paragraph 56 of the NPPF states that good design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development and is indivisible from good planning. 
Paragraph 58 aims to ensure development amongst other issues 
responds to the local character history and reflects the identity of local 
surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging 
appropriate innovation and seeks to ensure a visually attractive result 
of good architecture. Paragraph 64 states that permission should be 
refused for development of poor design that fails to take the 
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an 
area and the way it functions.

7.24 The new foodstore would be located close to the NW boundary of the 
site, and would run parallel to it. A landscaped buffer is proposed 
between this elevation and the adjacent public footpath. The entrance 
to the store would be in the SE corner of the store, adjacent to 
Stukeley Road. A delivery area would be located at the rear of the 
site/building. The remainder of the site would be used for car parking. 
An island is shown in the centre of this car park, and will provide a 
focal point for the TPO Walnut tree, which is to be retained. A trolley 
bay shelter and cycle stands will be provided in this area.

7.25 Officers raised concern over the first layout and the close proximity of 
the store to the residential flats in Fern Court (approximately 5 
metres). This separation distance has been increased to 13.1 metres.
This enables a greater degree of separation from the flats, which are 
located immediately adjacent to the public footpath. It also enables 
the provision of a more robust landscaping scheme, which will be the 
subject of a condition. 

7.26 The proposed store is similar to the scheme approved at appeal, and 
the extant permission, being of a modern design, with a monopitch 



roof. It would include white rendered walls with a grey base, silver 
cladding panels and full height glazing along the prominent Stukeley 
Road elevation. The building would be two-storey in height, with the 
lower end of the monopitch roof running along the NW boundary.

7.27 The massing and scale of the proposed retail building is not dissimilar 
to that of the surrounding area. Whilst the building is closer to the NW 
boundary than the previous scheme, the lower height at this location 
respects the scale and massing of the adjacent buildings along 
Stukeley Road.

7.28 It would be necessary to secure a high standard of public realm 
between the store and Stukeley Road/adjacent footpath in order to 
soften the appearance of the site and the building. This would be the 
subject of a specific landscaping condition. 

7.29 It is considered that the design and layout of the proposal would be 
acceptable in terms of its impact on the character of the area, and 
would comply with policies En25 of the Local Plan 1995, CS1 of the 
Core Strategy 2009, and LP1, LP13 and LP17 of the Draft 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013). These policies 
are consistent with the emphasis in the NPPF on the great 
importance of good design, in particular paragraphs 56 and 57. 
Significant weight can be attached to the local plan and Core Strategy 
polices, although less to the draft policies, given the emerging status 
of the plan.

Impact on trees

7.30 The proposed layout shows the protected Walnut tree in the centre of 
the site surrounded by car parking. Several amendments to the layout 
have been negotiated, to remove car parking spaces and 
hardstanding from within the root protection area of this tree. The final 
revised layout (submitted 19/2/15) is considered acceptable, in terms 
of the health and future retention of this important tree. Conditions will 
be imposed requiring further details of tree protection measures and 
method of construction for the hardstanding areas in close proximity.

7.31 Subject to the imposition of these conditions, the proposal is 
considered to comply with policies En18 of the Local Plan 1995 and 
LP29 of Huntingdonshire’s Draft Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 
Consultation (2013).  These policies are consistent with the NPPF, in 
particular paragraph 17 which seeks to conserve and enhance the 
natural environment. However as policy LP29 is an emerging policy 
and may be subject to change, it can only be afforded limited weight.

Impact on amenity

7.32 The principle of developing this site for a foodstore has already been 
established. However, the location of the foodstore is materially 
different to the extant scheme. It is to be located alongside, and
parallel to, the NW boundary of the site. 

7.33 The rear NW elevation of the store would be 13.1 metres from the 
nearest part of the residential flats to the north of the footpath (Fern 
Court). The NW elevation of the building would be 80-metres in 
length, and this would result in a prominent, unrelenting built form. 



However, the increased separation distance would allow for some 
soft landscaping to break-up the visual bulk of the building. Coupled 
with the design of the store, with the lowest roof height of the building 
closest to these residential properties, the impact on the residents of 
these flats would be acceptable.

7.34 The Council’s Environmental Protection team have suggested 
conditions in relation to noise. They have also suggested restricting
the timing of deliveries to between 07:00 and 23:00 hours. Such 
conditions would be reasonable to ensure the protection of the 
amenities of neighbouring occupants, and would be imposed as part 
of any permission. These hours are the same as those imposed by
the Inspector for application 1200633OUT.  

7.35 The impacts upon properties to the east are likely to be largely due to 
the movements to and from the store vehicular access. This 
relationship remains unchanged from the previously approved 
schemes. It is acknowledged that the use would increase the level of 
movements from those currently experienced at the site. However, 
the road is already busy and vehicles regularly stop and re-start their 
journeys owing to the presence of traffic lights. This impact is
acceptable. 

7.36 The proposal would comply with policies H31 of the Local Plan 1995 
and LP15 of Huntingdonshire’s Draft Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 
Consultation (2013).   These policies are considered to be consistent 
with the core planning principle in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (paragraph 17, bullet point 4) of securing a good standard 
of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. 
Whilst full weight can be attributed to policy H31, only limited weight 
can be given to policy LP15, given the emerging Local Plan may be 
subject to change.

Other Considerations

7.37 The previous permissions included conditions relating to 
archaeological investigations (given previous remains found in the 
vicinity of the site), land contamination (owing to the previous uses of 
the site), biodiversity (implementing the measures set out within the 
submission) and providing a scheme for additional fire hydrants. 

7.38 The applicant has already submitted information relating to 
remediation of contaminated land and a scheme of archaeological 
work. The remediation strategy was agreed under condition 2 of 
1200633OUT. This permission was implemented with the demolition 
of the buildings and the clearance of the site.

7.39 Paragraph 139 of the NPPF states that 'Non-designated heritage 
assets of archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent 
significance to scheduled monuments, should be considered subject 
to the policies for designated heritage assets'.  The County Council 
was satisfied with the scheme of archaeological work submitted. The 
proposal is therefore considered to comply with paragraph 139.

7.40 However, in order to ensure that these matters are fully addressed as 
part of this revised scheme, similar conditions will be imposed on any 
permission granted.



Conclusion

7.41 The principle of a limited assortment discounter food store is already 
established on this site. 

7.42 In relation to highway matters, the scheme is acceptable in terms of 
the proposed vehicular access onto the site and highway safety 
matters. The level of car parking, whilst representing an overprovision 
when compared against the identified need, would not result in any 
significant harm to the surrounding road network. The County 
Highway Authority has assessed the likely impacts of the proposal, 
and considers these to be acceptable. Officers, whilst acknowledging 
the objection received on these grounds, have no evidence or reason 
to disagree with the County Council.

7.43 The proposed design of the foodstore and indicative landscaping for 
the site is considered appropriate to this location. 

7.44 The proposal would create some impacts upon the amenities of 
nearby residents but these are not considered to be significant or 
adverse, and would not justify a reason for refusal. 

7.45 The proposal would accord with the following policies: Local Plan 
1995 S2, in terms of accessibility; En25, in terms of good design; 
En18, in terms of tree protection; H31 in terms of neighbouring 
amenity; 2009 Core Strategy CS1, in regard to representing 
sustainable development and CS8, in terms of its effect on the vitality 
and viability of Huntingdon town centre. All of these policies can be 
given substantial weight, as being in compliance with the NPPF. It is 
also in compliance with Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 
Stage 3 (2013) policies: LP17 and LP18 in terms of its safe and 
suitable access to the site for all; LP1, LP13 and LP17 in terms of 
good design; LP15 in terms of neighbour amenity and LP29 in terms 
of tree protection and retention. However, as these are emerging 
policies, they can only be afforded limited weight at this time.

8. RECOMMENDATION - APPROVAL subject to 
conditions to include the following

standard time limit
in accordance with approved drawings
details of external materials
submission of up-to-date remediation strategy
verification report for above remediation
development to be in accordance with flood risk measures 
approved

programme of archaeological work
scheme for tree protection and construction method
hard and soft landscaping, with particular reference to public 
realm and pathways at front of site, and NW boundary with 
footpath 

type and location of fire hydrants
Use limited to Class A1 with limited sale of comparison goods 
and number of lines



Details of cycle parking
Parking to be laid out prior to store first being used
Existing accesses to be permanently closed
Approved off site highway works to be completed prior to store 
first being used

Travel Plan
No deliveries outside 0700 to 23.00

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 Tara Everson Team Leader - South Area
01480 388490
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