DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
COMMITTEE 18 MAY 2020
Case No:

19/02271/FUL (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION)

Proposal:

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT INVOLVING THE
ERECTION OF 38 DWELLINGS, PUBLIC OPEN
SPACE PROVISION, LANDSCAPING, MEANS
OF ACCESS AND ASSOCIATED WORKS.

Location:

LAND NORTH EAST OF 15 MEADOW LANE
BURY

Applicant:

C/O AGENT

Grid Ref:

528872 283944

Date of Registration: 08.11.2019
Parish:

BURY

RECOMMENDATION - REFUSE
This application is referred to the Development Management
Committee (DMC) in accordance with the Scheme of Delegation as
it is a departure from the Development Plan and because the
Parish Council's recommendation of approval is contrary to the
officer recommendation of refusal.
The application should be read in conjunction with application
19/01881/OUT which is also on the agenda for the reason that both
applications seek to meet the affordable housing needs of the
local community in Bury, a local affordable housing need which is
finite and limited. With this in mind both planning applications will
need to be presented and debated before decisions are made on
each.
1.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION

1.1

The application site is a vacant grassed site located to the north west
of Meadow Lane at the edge of the settlement of Bury, and within the
Ramsey Conservation Area, the southern end of which ends at the
north side of Meadow Lane. The application site covers an area of
approximately 2.3 hectares and is a field which was formerly used as a
practice ground for the Ramsey golf club.

1.2

The site is bordered by residential development to the south west.
Existing dwellings on Meadow Lane consist of two storey dwellings to
the south of Meadow Lane and bungalows to the northern side,
adjacent to the site. There are open fields to the east and Ramsey golf
course to the north which is screened by tall hedging that surrounds

the boundaries of the site. Close to the south east corner of the site is
an electricity sub-station, accessed from Meadow Lane.
1.3

Vehicular access is proposed from Meadow Lane which is a cul-de-sac
off the main B1040 Warboys Road. Meadow Lane peters out as a
surfaced road and becomes a public right of way continuing to the
north east. Houses on Meadow Lane along with those on The Glebe,
Hill Estate and those that front the main highway are separated from
the main part of Bury by the distinct gap in the built form around High
Lode watercourse, Ramsey golf course and adjacent fields. Meadow
Lane has footpaths and street lighting. The site is approximately 300
metres from the closest bus stop on Warboys Road opposite Hill
Estate.

1.4

Bury provides a limited range of services and amenities which include
a primary school, village hall, pub, church and small convenience store
which also provides post office services and which is approximately
650 metres from the site. There is also a wider range of services and
amenities in Ramsey town centre.

1.5

The majority of the site is in Flood Zone 1 (approx. 1.45 hectares), is in
an area at low risk of flooding as identified by the Environment Agency
Flood Maps and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and is generally flat.
However, the north east part of the site (approx. 0.85 hectares) is
located within Flood Zone 3 which provides the highest probability of
flooding. No dwellings are proposed to be located within Flood Zone 3
as part of this application.

1.6

The site’s south-west boundary is directly adjacent to the settlement
boundary of Bury (that is identified in the Bury Neighbourhood Plan).
The Neighbourhood Plan states that the settlement boundary defines
the built-up area for Bury.

1.7

In detail, this application is for full planning permission for a rural
exception site which will consist of the erection of 38 dwellings with
associated public open space, landscaping, means of access and
associated works. The submitted drawings propose six 3-bed semidetached bungalows and three 3-bed semi-detached houses proposed
for market housing. The number of affordable dwellings is in line with
the requirements for local needs housing set out in the recently
published Bury Housing Needs Survey.

1.8

Of the 29 homes to meet local needs 27 are for rent and two are for
shared ownership. They would consist of the following:
* 8 one-bed flats
* 2 one-bed semi-detached bungalows
* 9 two-bed semi-detached houses
* 8 three-bed semi-detached houses
* 2 four-bed semi-detached houses

1.9

This mix provides 68% of the net developable site area as affordable
dwellings and 32% as market housing which exceeds that required by
Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to 2036, such that the proposal meets
the first requirement of Policy LP28 for consideration as a rural
exceptions site.

1.10

The application is supported by the following reports:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Arboricultural Impact Assessment
Archaeology Desk Based Assessment
Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment
Built Heritage Statement
Design and Access Statement
Flood Risk Assessment
Foul Sewerage and Utilities Assessment
Great Crested Newt and Reptile Report
Landscape, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Planning Statement
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal
RECAP Waste and Guide Toolkit
Surface Water Drainage Scheme (within Flood
Assessment)
Sustainability Matrix
Transport Statement

Risk

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. The NPPF sets out the Government's planning
policies for:
• delivering a sufficient supply of homes;
• achieving well-designed places;
• conserving and enhancing the natural environment;
• conserving and enhancing the historic environment.

2.2

Planning Practice Guidance is also relevant and a material
consideration.

2.3

The National Design Guide is also relevant and a material
consideration.

For full details visit the government website National Guidance
3.

PLANNING POLICIES

3.1

Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 (Adopted 15th May 2019)
• LP1: Amount of Development
• LP2: Strategy for Development
• LP3: Green Infrastructure
• LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery
• LP5: Flood Risk
• LP6: Waste Water Management
• LP7: Spatial Planning Areas

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

LP10: The Countryside
LP11: Design Context
LP12: Design Implementation
LP14: Amenity
LP15: Surface Water
LP16: Sustainable Travel
LP17: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement
LP24: Affordable Housing
LP25: Housing Mix
LP28: Rural Exceptions Housing
LP30: Biodiversity and Geodiversity
LP31: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows
LP34: Heritage Assets and their Settings
LP37: Ground Contamination and Groundwater Pollution

3.2

Supplementary Planning Guidance
• Huntingdonshire Design Guide (2017)including the
following chapters
1 Introduction:
1.6 Design principles
2.1 Context and local distinctiveness
2.5 Landscape character areas
2.7 Architectural character
3.5 Parking/ servicing
3.6 Landscape and Public Realm
3.7 Building Form
3.8 Building Detailing
4.1 Implementation
• Annual Monitoring Report - Part 1 (Housing) 2018/2019
(October 2019)
• Annual Monitoring Report - Part 2 (Non- Housing)
2018/2019 (December 2019)
• Bury Conservation Area Character Assessment 2005
Huntingdonshire Design Guide (2017)
• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 2017
• Developer Contributions SPD (2011)
• ECAP CCC Waste Management Design Guide (CCC
SPD) 2012
• Housing Need Survey Results Report for Bury March
2019
• Huntingdonshire Townscape and Landscape Assessment
SPD (2007)
HDC Annual Monitoring Report (2019)
Huntingdonshire Tree Guidance Note 3

3.3

Emerging Bury Neighbourhood Plan
• The Bury Neighbourhood Plan referendum had been due
to take place on 26 March 2020. That referendum is
currently postponed due to current events.
As the
emerging Bury Neighbourhood Plan has been examined
and recommended to progress to referendum significant

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

weight can be given to the Neighbourhood Plan in
decision making, as set out within Planning Practice
Guidance (updated 7 April 2020). Relevant policies
include:
G1: Definition of ‘Built-Up Area’ (Settlement Boundary)
G3: Community Engagement
G4: Local Housing Needs
ISF1: Sustainable Transport
ISF2: Highway Impact
ISF3: Rights of Way Network
ISF4: Infrastructure Provision

Local For full details visit the government website Local policies
4.

PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

18/02420/FUL - Proposed residential development involving the
erection of 38 dwellings, public open space provision,
landscaping, means of access and associated works. Withdrawn
17 November 2019.
Officer comment: The Local Planning Authority advised that the
key constraints were the impact of the proposal upon the
character and appearance of the area. The CCC Archaeology
Team objected due to the lack of physical archaeological
evidence presented prior to determining of the suitability of
development in this location. The HDC Conservation Officer
objected as the application failed to preserve the special interest
of the Grade I listed Bury Church and did not take into
consideration the harm to the Medieval Causeway which is an
undesignated heritage asset.

5.

CONSULTATIONS

5.1

Bury and Ramsey Parish Council – The overall majority of
councillors felt, after considering the Housing Needs Survey
results, access and benefits to the spatial area overall, it was
deemed a more suitable location than the alternative site in Bury,
they were able to continue to support the application.

5.2

Anglian Water – There is capacity for Wastewater in catchment
of Ramsey Water Recycling Centre. Will need infrastructure
improvements for used water network due to potential for flood
risk downstream. Surface water does not relate to Anglian
Waters operated assets. Therefore, conditions suggested for foul
water drainage.

5.3

CCC Archaeology – Objection - Our records indicate that this site
lies in an area of strong archaeological potential, 125m to the
north-east of the 12th century Holy Cross church
(Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Record reference 02835).

The Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Record indicates
significant multi-period archaeological evidence in the vicinity of
this site, with medieval inhumations (burials) previously having
been identified to the south of the proposed development at Hill
Estate (02891) and a medieval midden and medieval pottery
found to the south (03049) and north (CB15474) of Meadow
Lane. Of particular interest are development-led excavations
undertaken on the Brookfield Way/Owl’s End Road site, which
produced evidence for an abandoned settlement of Late Iron Age
date which was later re-utilised during the late-Saxon/Medieval
period. Features uncovered included ditches, pits, house
platforms, structural remains (wall foundations/yard surfaces)
and a corn-drying oven (10115, ECB369). Further evidence for
deserted medieval settlement areas exists to the south of the
proposed development, directly south of the High Street, where a
series of house platforms, ditches and hollow ways are terraced
into the hillside close to the medieval church (10114).
In addition to the evidence already contained within the Historic
Environment Record, the Desk Based Assessment submitted in
support of the current application makes reference in the
Executive Summary (page 2) and again at 1.6 and at 4.4.1 to the
fact that a geophysical survey has been conducted on the site.
Whilst the results of the survey do not appear to be included
within the supporting documentation accompanying this
application, this document identifies what is referred to as ‘a
possible Prehistoric sub-circular enclosure containing an isolated
discrete feature’ within the application area. The nature of this
feature cannot be definitively identified without archaeological
investigation, nor does it preclude other remains from being
identified which do not show up as clearly on geophysical survey
results within this archaeologically sensitive area.
We have commented on this site previously in relation to prior
(withdrawn) application 18/02420/FUL within the same bounds,
that is:
It is the recommendation of this office that physical
archaeological evidence be presented prior to determining the
suitability of development in this location, in order to inform a
planning decision. The site should be subject to an
archaeological evaluation, to be commissioned and undertaken
at the expense of the developer and carried out prior to the
granting of planning permission. The evaluation results should
allow for the fuller consideration of the presence/absence,
nature, extent, quality and survival of archaeological remains
within the proposed development area. An informed judgement
can then be made as to whether any planning consent will need
to include provisions for the recording and, more importantly, the
preservation of important archaeological remains in situ. If the
application is considered appropriate to proceed, the results will
be used to formulate the scope of mitigation works or advise on

modifications to the development’s layout plan and assist the
applicant with the finance and risk management they will conduct
in respect of the development.
5.4

Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue – No objection subject to a
condition for the provision of fire hydrants.

5.5

Cambridge Constabulary – I have viewed the documents in
relation to crime, disorder and the fear of crime and have
searched the Constabulary crime and incident systems covering
Bury for the last 18 months. This is an area I would consider to
be one of low risk to the vulnerability to crime at this time.
This appears to be an appropriate layout in relation to crime
prevention and the fear of crime providing reasonable levels of
natural surveillance from neighbour’s properties with many of the
homes facing each other and some overlooking the public open
space. Pedestrian and vehicle routes are aligned together, well
overlooked and pedestrian safety has been considered.
Permeability on the whole has been limited to essential
areas/routes only, which should provide some level of
territoriality amongst residents. Vehicle parking is mostly incurtilage between and to the sides of properties. Most homes
have back to back protected rear gardens which reduces the risk
and vulnerability to crime and have been provided with the
potential for some defensible space where possible to their front.
There is no section in the Design and Access or Planning
statements relating to security or crime prevention. While some
measures have obviously been considered, I do however have
the following comments for consideration as the application
progresses,
• External Lighting – our recommendation is that all adopted
and un-adopted roads, private roads, shared drives and
parking areas including the flats parking areas, should be
lit with columns to BS5489:1 2013. I would like to see an
external lighting plan when available please.
• I would like to see what crime prevention measures will be
proposed/adopted in relation to building security, cycle
and bin store security and boundary treatments.

5.6

CCC Lead Local Flood Authority – No objection - The applicant
has confirmed that the proposed impermeable area has not
increased from that proposed in the Flood Risk Assessment (ref:
HLEF74325), which includes hydraulic calculations to
demonstrate that surface water from the site can be managed
during all events up to and including a 1 in 100 year event plus a
40% allowance for climate change.
Surface water will be managed through the use of an attenuation
basin and permeable paving with sub-base storage, restricting
surface water discharge to one litre per second for all events up

to and including a 1 in 100 year event plus a 40% allowance for
climate change. Surface water will then discharge into the
existing watercourse to the north-east of the site.
The LLFA is supportive of the use of permeable paving as in
addition to controlling the rate of surface water leaving the site it
also provides water quality treatment which is of particular
importance when discharging into a watercourse. Furthermore,
the scheme promotes the multi-functional benefits of SuDS by
incorporating an attenuation pond in the central area of open
space, which provides biodiversity and amenity benefits as well
as management of surface water.
The majority of the site lies within Flood Zone 1, with the northeastern part of the site lying in Flood Zone 3. No development is
proposed in Flood Zone 3, with this area to be designated as
open green space. Nonetheless, all finished floor levels will be
raised a minimum of 300mm above the design fluvial flood level
of 4.21 metres AOD.
The majority of the area is at very low risk to flood from surface
water. Although there is a high-risk area to the north-west of the
site boundary, this is thought to be associated with low
topography. As the site, with the exception of the area of open
space to the north-east, lies at a higher topographical level than
the area to the north-west, it is not likely to be at risk from
overland flow from this high-risk area.
Water quality has been adequately addressed when assessed
against the Simple Index Approach outlined in the CIRIA SuDS
Manual.
Conditions are requested regarding surface water drainage.
5.7

Environment Agency – No objection. They suggest HDC should
apply the sequential test. Floor levels to be 4.51 metres AOD.

5.8

HDC
Conservation
Officer
–
Objection
-Application
19/02271/FUL proposes the erection of 38 dwellings, public open
space provision, landscaping, means of access and associated
works. These comments follow those already submitted for a
similar previous scheme under application 18/02420/FUL. The
site is located within the Ramsey Conservation Area and is
approximately 150m northeast of Holy Cross Church, Bury
(Grade I listed). Approximately 1km to the northeast is the
extensive Ramsey Abbey Scheduled Monument which covers
the inner part of the medieval abbey precinct. Ramsey Abbey
School sits within the scheduled monument and is a Grade I
listed three storey mansion which incorporates a significant
amount of medieval fabric.

I have objections to the principal of allowing development in this
location.
5.9

The Ramsey Conservation Area Character Assessment places
the proposed development site within a character area identified
as the ‘Green Fringe’. It goes on to explain that “The Green
Fringe is the setting of the town. Its openness is its most
important characteristic and the sparseness of development is
essential to maintaining its character”. The significance of the
conservation area is summarised as being due to “the origin of
the town […] as a settlement associated with the Benedictine
Abbey.” The extensive nature of the conservation area is
because, “Ramsey and Bury are adjacent settlements and
although now separate parishes they are closely associated in
their history and topography.” The character assessment also
states that: “This stretch of open land is an important rural link
with Bury as well as being a setting for Ramsey. Therefore, its
preservation is essential to the maintenance of the conservation
area and any future development within this sensitive area would
need exceptional justification.”
The history of the founding of Ramsey Abbey is related in the
Liber Benefactorum which shows that topography was an
important consideration for the choice of location. An island
within the marshes and lakes of the fens was considered the
perfect site for secluded prayer and contemplation. Originally
only accessible by boat, the monks built causeways across the
marshes towards Bury and their Grange at Biggin before building
a bridge over Bury Brook and joining the island with the mainland
in the 13th Century. The important link between Ramsey Abbey
and Bury can be demonstrated by the fact that Bury church was
used by the servants of the monks before the establishment of
their own parish church in the late 13th Century. This
interrelationship did not end at that stage however as an
inspection of the abbey in the 15th Century observed that the
monks in general were allowed too much liberty in visiting their
friends at Bury (Victoria County History).
The heritage statement is in error when it asserts that, “the site
can be considered to relate to the theme of the ‘drainage of the
Fenlands and enclosure of the common fields’”. This statement
ignores the history of the conservation area from the foundation
of the abbey in 969 to the start of the drainage of the Fens by a
group of wealthy landowners in 1630. The monks were modifying
the landscape from the 10th Century onwards and the current
rural character of the link between Ramsey and Bury is as much
down to their management of the fens as to later landowners.
The physical link is expressed by the causeways running along
the marshy base of the Bury Brook valley which are significant
examples of medieval earthworks and should be considered
undesignated heritage assets in their own right. The failure to
understand the historic links between the Abbey and Bury has a

direct impact upon the assessment of significance of the
proposed development area which the applicant has failed to
take into consideration.
The historic and topographical link between Bury and Ramsey
Abbey is of high significance. This relationship is demonstrated
by taking a walk along Bury/Ramsey Footpath No.3 which
predominantly runs along the top of the causeway from a point
adjacent to the Abbey Gateway until it comes to an end at Bury
Church. Following this route it is possible to appreciate the rise
and fall of the land and to understand the topographic
relationship between the former island of Ramsey, its link to the
mainland on the western edge of the site and the historic
association of Ramsey Abbey with Bury church. The proposed
development site is important in this respect as it encompasses
the topographical variation between the lower fen edge and its
transition to hillside as the land rises towards Bury. The historic
links are reinforced by the spatial alignment of the footpath to the
church which stands elevated in views from the causeway. The
importance of the proposed development site therefore lies in the
open setting it provides to the historic and topographical links
between Bury and Ramsey Abbey, a relationship not recognised
within the applicant’s Built Heritage Statement. Under NPPF
para.210 the significance of the site to the conservation area and
any harm to it should be assessed in respect of Para.196.
Impact of development on Ramsey Conservation Area.
The CACA Green Fringe design code summary (development
advice) states that, “the biggest threat to the quality of this
locality is to its undeveloped, open character.” The existing
character of the site is of an undeveloped rural field set to
pasture which as “open land is an important rural link with Bury
as well as being a setting for Ramsey”. The proposed
development pushes a block of housing into this undeveloped
and open fen edge site. The western part of the proposed
development would also be prominent in views from Bury
churchyard and across the Bury Brook from the High Street
between The Cross and Holt Drove and from the properties in
Greenwood Close. The introduction of housing in this location is
therefore entirely counter to the reasons for designating the site
as part of Green Fringe of the Ramsey Conservation Area. In
principal the proposed development cannot be seen to either
preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
conservation area.
The proposed development also fails to respect the Green Fringe
design code summary. The Green fringe locality summary
indicates that should “limited development” be deemed
acceptable in principal the form of buildings should be
appropriate to the rural character of the conservation area. In
terms of form, “buildings in the green fringe area should be
appropriate to its rural character. As such structures will tend to

be of a small scale, equivalent to vernacular construction
methods. Building footprints will have narrow gable widths but
with a long emphasis. They will generally be of single storey
height with exceptional two-storey elements.” The proposed
development is clearly of modern suburban form with a majority
of large over-square semi-detached blocks of two-storey height.
No attempt has been made to replicate traditional rural dwellings
or forms and the proposed scheme is intensive and does not
reflect the anticipated minor scale of development. The overly
domestic character of the proposed scheme would compound
the suburban character and appearance of the development and
fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
conservation area.
Impact of development on setting of Bury Church (Grade I listed)
and significance of the causeway (undesignated heritage asset).
The ‘Planning Practice Guidance - Conserving and enhancing
the historic environment’ explains that “setting is the
surroundings in which an asset is experienced and may therefore
be more extensive than its curtilage.” Given the elevated position
of Bury Church it is a prominent feature within the landscape.
The importance of the proposed development site to the
significance of Bury Church is best understood in views from the
footpath looking north as it crosses the golf course on top of the
medieval causeway which is considered to be an undesignated
heritage asset. As the footpath runs directly towards the church it
is evident that the open space of the proposed site combines
with the open space on the other side of the pathway to create
an open green setting for the church. In this it makes a major
contribution to visually linking the approach to the church with the
medieval causeway and the causeway to the changes in
topography it was built in response to. In this way it is possible to
experience the approach to Bury Church from Ramsey Abbey
much as it was in the medieval period and this enhances both
the special interest of the listed building and the significance of
the medieval causeway. Developing this site would undoubtedly
degrade this setting of the church and therefore harm the special
interest of the listed building. The harm would be serious but less
than substantial. The harm to the significance of the medieval
causeway would also be harmed but that harm would be less
than substantial.
Conclusion
As discussed above the impact of the proposed development in
this application to the significance of the designated heritage
assets would be serious but less than substantial and therefore
should be assessed under NPPF para. 196. However, NPPF
para. 193 directs that great weight should be given to the
conservation of designated heritage assets and that the more
important the asset, the greater that weight should be. Grade I
listed Bury Church is a designated heritage asset of the highest
importance. The Ramsey Conservation Area is a designated

heritage asset and the importance of the site to its significance is
underlined in the Character Assessment. For these assets the
presumption for the avoidance of harm is also statutory:
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 s16(2) requires that the determining authority shall have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building
or its setting. This application fails to preserve the special interest
of the Grade I listed Bury Church through inappropriate
development within its setting and therefore it is not supported.
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 s72 requires that the determining authority shall have
special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the
character or appearance of the conservation area. This proposal
fails to preserve the character and appearance of the Ramsey
Conservation Area and therefore it is not supported.
Under NPPF para.197 the harm to the significance of the
Medieval Causeway as an undesignated heritage asset should
also be taken into consideration.
5.10

HDC Emergency Planner – As all of the proposed developments
are outside of flood zones 1 & 2 there is no requirement to
comment on any flood evacuation plan and the FRA is sufficient.

5.11

HDC Green Space – Based on 38 dwellings, this development
requires in the region of 1600m2 of Public Open Space including
700m2 of continuous green space where children can stretch
their legs and play.
The Needs Analysis completed in respect of green space shows
Bury currently has sufficient green space for its population.
Therefore, any new development would need to provide the SPD
requirement for green space.
There is a good amount of green space on the proposed plan
and pleased to see the large green space in the centre of the
development (although this also contains the attenuation basin)
in addition to the areas in the north. The calculated green space
figure must not include any area that is not useable for example
an attenuation basin. As the majority of the green space is in
flood zone 1 there is a very low likelihood of it being an unusable
green space. However, the usability of the space depends very
much on the gradient of the basin slopes. If the slope is steep,
then a gradient of more than 1:3 would render the area unusable
in practice. Confirmation of the gradient of the basin slopes is
therefore required.
Green space on-site (and any off-site contribution) must be
secured through S106.

Officer Comment: The applicant has confirmed that the slope of
the attenuation basin is 1:3. The space is therefore considered
useable.
5.12

HDC Environmental Health – No comments to make with regard
to contaminated land or noise.
No objections subject to conditions regarding a Construction
Environmental Management Plan and construction working
hours.

5.13

Historic England – No comment

5.14

CCC Highways – Following inspection of the site the following
comments are made:
• The approach road (Meadow Lane) is of a suitable width
to carry two-way vehicle movements associated with the
proposed site.
• The junction of High Street has appropriate visibility for
the speed of the road and therefore also adequate to
serve the development.
• The proposed junction has acceptable geometry and
vehicle to vehicle visibility adjoining Meadow Lane
• The 38 dwellings would not produce an unacceptable
level of vehicle movements during peak hour with the
worst case being around one vehicle every 2 minutes this
could not be considered to have a significant impact on
the existing network.
In relation to the latest site plan JNY9867-04 rev D, the following
observations are made:
• In general, the geometry of the internal road 5.5m wide
road with 1.8m footways accords with a standard
adoptable layout however a lesser road width of 5m would
also be acceptable.
• The proposed shared surface arrangement is suitable for
eventual adoption
* The shared private drive (units 3-10) served from
Meadow Lane does not constitute a layout that would
be considered suitable for adoption and will therefore
remain private.
* The dimensions as indicated on the above site plan
indicating widths, radii, vehicle to vehicle splays and
the off-site works are all acceptable.
* Tracking for the refuse freighter indicated on JNY986705 rev D is acceptable.
* The only element missing from the site plan is the
inclusion of pedestrian splays from the private
accesses however, there looks to be suitable room for
them to be provided. A condition is therefore
requested.

Given the above there are no objections subject to a range of
standard highway conditions.
5.15

HDC Housing Services – No objection. It is agreed the mix
proposed by type conforms to the Housing Needs Survey.
Tenure should be a 2-bedroom house for shared ownership and
one 3-bedroom house for shared ownership also. The remaining
27 for rent. There is confirmation that the affordable homes are
occupying in excess of 60% of the net site area. Layout is
generally acceptable.

5.16

HDC Tree and Landscape Officer – Recommends refusal
In summary the LTVIA presents its assessment in a poorly
structured manner, and important terms are undefined. Its
assessments of magnitude of change and level of effect are
often underestimated, and there will be substantial and major
adverse effects on landscape character and visual amenity.
The proposal involves extending the built-up area of the
distinctive eastern part of Bury beyond existing and clearly visible
and defined limits. Development in this location would have
significant and adverse effects on the character and appearance
of Bury and its existing green setting which forms an important
transition between built up area and the more rural wider
countryside beyond.
It is considered that these effects are not acceptable.

5.17

HDC Operations – No objections subject to a bin collection point
for plots 3-10 to avoid a refuse vehicle having to reverse down a
private drive.

5.18

HDC Sports Development – A development of 38 houses would
require a contribution of £24,252 towards formal sports. Bury
have recently produced their neighbourhood plan and within that
it was noted Bury does not have many formal facilities but there
may be the need for a MUGA so this could go towards that.

5.19

HDC Urban Design Officer – Recommends refusal - Whilst a
number of detailed comments have been addressed (including
cycle and refuse storage, amenity space for the flats, general
approach to materials, cycle and refuse storage, the
arrangement of the shared surface road and footpath
connections), the pairing of dwellings on plots 21 and 22 remains
a concern – this has resulted in prominent projecting hipped roof
gables and staggered building lines on the front elevations which
fails to relate to the more simple flat fronted appearance and
wide/shallow plan form of existing units in this part of Bury. It is
recommended similar house types are paired to simplify the
elevations with pitched roofs to relate to the prevailing character
along Meadow Lane.

As submitted the scheme would be contrary to the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Policy LP11 and LP12 parts
a and b and the placemaking principles set out in chapter 3 of
the HDC Design Guide SPD 2017.
Amendments to the arrangement of boundary treatments,
orientation of Plots 19/20 and length of exposed rear boundary,
parking for Plots 3 and 18, design as well as the location of
parking for Plot 33, and design of the 1 bed bungalows remains
unresolved.
5.20

Wildlife Trust – No objection subject to conditions.
The Wildlife Trust are satisfied with the conclusions and
recommendations of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and
Great Crested Newt and Reptile Survey reports. Should
permission be granted, the recommendations for mitigation and
on-site enhancement measures within these reports should be
implemented, and this could be required by way of a suitably
worded planning condition.
The Council should also consider the impacts of this proposal
(and cumulative impacts with other nearby developments) on
existing greenspaces and whether sufficient alternative natural
greenspace will be available to meet the needs of the new
residents when making their decision. There is a need for a
strategic approach to the availability of suitable accessible
natural greenspace to meet the cumulative recreational needs of
new residents across Huntingdonshire and as has been noted in
comments on other applications in this area, existing sites such
as Upwood Meadows SSSI/NNR and Warboys and Wistow
Wood SSSI are already experiencing impacts from recreational
pressure.
I am pleased to see a Biodiversity Net Gain assessment has
been submitted, which includes the aim to achieve a net gain of
10% and proposes the production of a Biodiversity Management
Plan to detail how this will be achieved. It is noted that the
assessment concludes that an on-site net gain is not achievable
and has suggested off-site habitat creation and enhancement.
A few minor changes are suggested to the calculations as
follows:
• For post development habitats, native scrub should have
a distinctiveness of medium, and therefore connectivity
score of low (rather than high and moderate). This would
match with native scrub in the off-site habitat creation
section, which has been listed as medium distinctiveness.
• Post-development standing water (ponds) might also be
more appropriate as medium distinctiveness and low
connectivity.

•

Post-development enhanced habitat – tall ruderal habitats
(sparsely vegetated land/ruderal in the metric calculator)
are a low distinctiveness habitat and cannot be enhanced
to medium distinctiveness.
However, as noted in the net gain report, the assessment would
need to be updated and refined at a later stage anyway, when
more detail is available. It is therefore accepted that in principle a
net gain can be achieve through the use of off-site
enhancements, although exact areas of habitat creation and
enhancements will need to be agreed. Should permission be
granted, a condition should be attached requiring the submission
of a revised net gain assessment and Biodiversity Management
Plan providing full details of habitat creation, restoration and
management.
6.

REPRESENTATIONS

6.1

The occupiers of 26 dwellings have been notified of the original
application and/or amended plans. The application has also been
advertised by means of both site and press notices.

6.2

A total of 53 representations have been received, the majority of
which support the application. A total of 18 objections have been
received from 11 households. The grounds of objection are
summarised as follows:
• Area would have more traffic, more noise, and be less rural.
• Road is not maintained and is used by farm machinery.
• The access exits onto a dangerous blind bend, no gritters in
winter make it more dangerous.
• The lane is too narrow.
• Building on greenfield land before brownfield.
• Site will be disruptive in construction stage and after
development.
• Does not meet the criteria of policy LP28.
• Land subject of flooding.
• Not in a good area for utilities, i.e. gas, etc.
• Not in a sustainable area for travel.
• Local services and infrastructure won’t cope.
• Will remove current parking for dog walkers.
• Will locate houses adjacent bungalows.
• Will change the character of the area.
• Will disturb the peaceful residential estate which has a lot of
elderly people.
• In flood zone 3.
• Will destroy heritage of the area.
• Is in a Conservation Area, area of historic importance.
• Will ruin the biodiversity value of the site, affect natural habitats
and protected species.
• Existing properties showing subsistence due to the nature of
the land.
• Not healthy to live next to a power station.

• Will not be possible to run cables underground and would
render scheme unviable.
• Golf club investment should not be given weight as there is no
guarantee where the investment will go.
6.3

In addition, objections received from NFC Homes, the applicant
of the other affordable housing site in Bury. Their grounds of
objection are:
• A need for sequential testing as the open space area is within
Flood Zone 2 and 3, which is not supportable by the Local
Planning Authority.
• The application fails to comply with key policies in the Local
Plan.
• The site does not relate well to the built-up area of Bury and
therefore would hinder occupiers from travelling through
sustainable modes, and occupiers would be reliant on travel by
car with narrow paths and limited lighting discouraging from
walking and cycling.
• Is not in a sustainable location.
• Would be harmful to the wider landscape.
• The site is separated from the main built area of Bury by wide
areas of undeveloped land.
• Will not preserve or enhance the Conservation Area.
• Will be visually dominant due to adjacent bungalows.
• Archaeological evidence is insufficient and should be provided
prior to determination.
Therefore, the need for further
investigation means the application does not comply with Policy
LP34.
• Risk of surface water flooding, and sequential testing is
required.
• There would be no net gain to biodiversity due to restrictions of
the site, and the open space area is within flood risk area. The
open space would be unusable during periods of flooding.
• It is not proven to be viable to divert the existing power cables
underground as applicant hasn’t shown how it’s possible,
feasible, or viable.
• Site may not be deliverable due to the constraints of the site,
and may delay the provision of needed affordable homes, and
may prove unviable due to heavy costs of archaeological
investigation, and cable undergrounding.
• The scheme would most likely need to alter the layout later due
to easements required in power cable location, etc.
• No noise survey undertaken due to relationship of site to
electricity substation.

6.4

A total of 32 letters have been submitted in support of the
development on the following grounds:
• Will support affordable housing for local people.
• More housing needed, especially affordable.
• Is a better scheme than Buryfield.
• The re-investment of capital to the golf club is welcomed.
• Has a better access than the alternative Buryfield site.

• Addresses a community need.
• Will present less disruption to the village and facilities than the
Buryfield application.
• Housing should be spread out across the village.
6.5

In addition a letter from the Chairman of the Ramsey Club to the
Bury Parish Council has been submitted stating that the housing
project would raise much needed funds to ensure the club’s
continued viability and to sustain all existing facilities at the Golf
and Bowls Club. A further letter has been submitted by applicant
that also quotes the golf club stating that the club is under severe
financial pressure as a result of Covid19 and that it may be
forced to close. Approval of the application would provide
financial security that would enable the club to continue to
function.

6.6

Sage Housing have sent a letter expressing a non-committal
interest in the project.
Officer Response: Where the objections raised are material
considerations, these are address within the proceeding sections
of this report.

7.

ASSESSMENT

7.1

When determining planning applications, it is necessary to
establish what weight should be given to each plan's policies in
order to come to a decision. The following legislation,
government policy and guidance outline how this should be
done.

7.2

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 (2018). 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".

7.3

In Huntingdonshire the Development Plan consists of:
* Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 (2019)
* Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals and
Development Plan Core Strategy (2011)
* Huntingdonshire Neighbourhood Plan (2019)
* Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan (2018)
* Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan (2017)
* St Neots Neighbourhood Plan 2014 – 2019

Waste

7.4

The Bury Neighbourhood Plan had been due to go to a
referendum vote on 26 March 2020, but this has been
postponed. As the emerging Bury Neighbourhood Plan has been
examined and recommended to progress to referendum,
significant weight can be given to the Neighbourhood Plan in
decision making, as set out within Planning Practice Guidance
(updated 7 April 2020).

7.5

The statutory term 'material considerations' has been broadly
construed to include any consideration relevant in the
circumstances which bears on the use or development of land:
Cala Homes (South) Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government & Anor [2011] EWHC 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.

7.6

The main issues to consider in assessing this application are
whether there is any conflict with Development Plan policies. If
there is any conflict, whether the application can be considered
to be in accordance with the Development Plan when taken as a
whole. If the application is not in accordance with the
Development Plan, whether there are any material
considerations, including emerging policies in the Local Plan to
2036 and the NPPF, which indicate that planning permission
should be granted.

7.7

The report addresses the principal, important and controversial
issues which are in this case:
• Design and Visual Amenity
• Principle of Development
• Housing Mix
• Access, Parking Provision and Highway Safety
• Impact upon the Character and Appearance of the Area
and the Historic Environment including Archaeology,
Landscape and the Visual Impact within the Conservation
Area
• Residential Amenity
• Open/ Green Space
• Biodiversity
• Flooding and Drainage
• Developer Contributions/Obligations

7.8

The fundamental assessments to be made:
*Whether the proposed development conflicts with the policies
outlined in the Development Plan;
*If a conflict is identified whether the application can be
considered to be in accordance with the Development Plan when
taken as a whole;

*If the proposed development is not in accordance with the
Development Plan, whether there are any material
considerations, including policies in the NPPF, which indicate
that planning permission should be granted.

Principle of Development
7.9

The presumption in favour of sustainable development is clearly
outlined within the NPPF, with the goal of creating positive
improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic
environment, which includes widening the choice of high-quality
homes.

7.10

Policy LP1 of the Local Plan to 2036 has objectively assessed a
need to build 20,100 homes over 25 years between 2011 and
2036 which would include both affordable and market housing.
A general need for affordable housing has been assessed by the
Huntingdonshire’s Objectively Assessed Housing Needs Update
2017 at approximately 7,900 affordable homes required within
the time frame of the Local Plan.

7.11

Policy LP2 of the Local Plan to 2036 aims to focus three quarters
of the objectively assessed need for housing within the spatial
planning areas of Huntingdon, St Neots, St Ives and Ramsey.
The spatial planning area of Ramsey incorporates the area of
Bury. The other quarter of the assessed housing need would be
permitted on sites dispersed across the key service centres,
small settlements and appropriate exception sites within the
district.

7.12

Four Spatial Planning Areas are identified within the Local Plan
to 2036. With regards to Ramsey Spatial Planning Area, as
Ramsey Parish is so extensive the Ramsey Spatial Planning
Area is focused on the town of Ramsey and the built-up parts of
Bury Parish and the former RAF Upwood airfield that adjoin it. In
this regard, Ramsey including Bury is considered to be a
sustainable location for new development due to the availability
of local facilities and services, including schools, a sixth form
college, retail provision and employment opportunities, which
reduce the need to travel by private motor vehicle. The
settlement is also served by public transport to enable journeys
to both Huntingdon and Peterborough. Bury is classified in Policy
LP7 of the Local Plan to 2036 as part of the Ramsey Spatial
Planning Area where a proposal that is located within the built-up
area of the settlement will be supported.

7.13

The Local Plan to 2036 defines the built-up area as: “a distinct
group of buildings that includes 30 or more homes. Land that
relates more to the group of buildings rather than to the
surrounding countryside is also considered to form part of the
built-up area”.

7.14

The built-up area of Meadow Lane, which includes The Glebe
and Hill Estate, consists of more than 30 dwellings. However,
the built-up area definition of the Local Plan and the tables on
pages 53 to 55 state that open space and recreational facilities,
such as land last connected to a golf course, can only be
considered part of the built up area if they have buildings on at
least two sides with a clear physical and visual relationship with
the built up area. The application site does not fulfil this criterion.
The site is therefore considered to be located outside of the
settlement of Bury and within the open countryside as classified
within the Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036. The Bury
Neighbourhood Plan supports this conclusion that the site lies
outside the built-up area.

7.15

Although the proposal is considered to be located outside of the
built-up area of the settlement, it is considered to be well related
to the settlement as it is bordered on one of its longer sides by
existing residential development.

7.16

As the site does not fall within the built-up area of Bury, is not
compliant with Policy LP7 of the Local Plan to 2036 and is
therefore in the countryside where Policy LP10 applies. Policy
LP10 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that development in the
countryside will be restricted to the limited and specific
opportunities as provided for in other policies in the Local Plan.
As referred to in paragraph 4.110 of the subtext to Policy LP10,
‘Rural Exceptions Housing’ is one such limited and specific
opportunity.

7.17

Policy LP10 of the Local Plan to 2036 outlines that all
development in the countryside must:
a. Seek to use land of lower agricultural value in preference to
land of higher agricultural value
i. Avoiding the irreversible loss of the best and most versatile
agricultural land (Grade 1 to 3a) where possible
ii. Avoiding Grade 1 agricultural land unless there are exceptional
circumstances where the benefits of the proposal significantly
outweigh the loss of land;
b. Recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside; and
c. Not give rise to noise, odour, obtrusive light or other impacts
that would adversely affect the use and enjoyment of the
countryside by others.

7.18

With regard to point (a) of the above policy, the proposal would
not result in the loss of Grade 1 or 2 agricultural land. The
Natural England classification map identifies the land as grade 3,
the lowest grade falling within the definition of best and most
versatile agricultural land in the NPPF. The site is also of
relatively limited size at 2.3 hectares, when having regard to
Natural England’s guidance for consultation which relates to sites

of 20 hectares of more. The quality of the agricultural land in the
area is similar or higher quality than that on the application site.
Whilst the proposal would lead to the irreversible loss of
approximately 2.3 hectares of Grade 3 best and most versatile
agricultural land, all the land in the immediate vicinity is of similar
grade or better; so there is no lower grade land available as an
alternative to deliver a rural exception site. The loss of good
quality agricultural land therefore carries only limited weight.
7.19

Point (b) of Policy LP10 states that any proposal should
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside,
however in this instance it is considered that the proposal is
contrary to this point as concluded below within the character
and appearance section of the report.

7.20

In terms of point (c) given the nature of the proposed residential
use, it is considered that the proposed development would not
give rise to noise, odour, obtrusive light or other impacts that
would adversely affect the use and enjoyment of the countryside
by others. The proposal therefore accords with point (c) of Policy
LP10 and is considered acceptable in this regard.

7.21

The application is submitted as a rural exceptions site where it is
considered under Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to 2036.
Paragraph 7.46 of the Local Plan points out that the delivery of
rural exceptions sites can be challenging due to reduced public
subsidy for provision of affordable housing and low financial
returns for landowners. Facilitating development by allowing for
up to 40% of the net site area to be used for market housing or
for custom or self-build homes is intended to boost the viability of
exceptions housing schemes.

7.22

Under Local Plan Policy LP28, a proposal for housing will be
supported on a site well-related to a built-up area, as an
exception to the requirements of relevant policies, where it can
be demonstrated that:
a. at least 60% (net) of the site area is for affordable housing for
people with a local connection;
b. the number, size, type and tenure of the affordable homes is
justified by evidence that they would meet an identified need
arising within the settlement or nearby small settlements (as
defined in 'Small Settlements') through a local needs survey or
other local needs evidence;
c. the remainder of the site area is available as open market
housing or plots suitable for custom or self-build homes tailored
to meet locally generated need; and
d. the amount of development and location of the proposal is
sustainable in terms of:
i. availability of services and existing infrastructure;
ii. opportunities for users of the proposed development to travel
by sustainable modes; and

iii. effect on the character of the immediate locality and the
settlement as a whole.
7.23

Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to 2036 recognises a need to
facilitate a higher provision of affordable homes particularly in
rural areas, with a view to maintaining sustainable communities
and meeting specific housing need within the District. Therefore,
an appropriate exception site can be supported on land where
planning permission would not normally be granted for housing
development.

7.24

Policy G4 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan relates to local
housing needs and states that proposals will be supported where
the housing mix reflects the local housing need in Bury as
demonstrated through the Bury Housing Needs Survey or
successor document or other suitable local evidence. A proposal
for rural exceptions housing where it meets the requirements of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan will be supported where at least
60% of the net site area is for affordable housing which has a
housing mix that reflects the local housing need in Bury as
demonstrated through the Bury Housing Needs Survey or other
suitable local evidence. The remaining 40% of the site area
should be prioritised for the provision of plots for self-build and
custom housing aimed at meeting local needs.

7.25

With regard to point a) of Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to 2036 it
has been demonstrated that there is at least 68% net area of the
site provided for affordable housing need for people with a local
connection.

7.26

With regard to point b) the number, mix, type and tenure of
homes proposed meets the need set out in the Cambridgeshire
ACRE publication – Housing Needs Results Report for Bury
(March 2019) which specified the required housing mix of 8x1
bed, 9x2 bed, 8x3 bed and 2x4Bed properties required. Tenures
would consist of 2 shared ownership and 27 for rent.

7.27

Regarding point c) the remaining 32% of the developable area of
the site is for market housing. It is noted that there is a degree of
conflict between point (c) of Policy LP10

7.28

Policy G4 of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan relates to local
housing needs. It outlines a proposal for rural exceptions housing
where it meets the requirements of the Huntingdonshire Local
Plan will be supported where at least 60% of the net site area is
for affordable housing which has a housing mix that reflects the
local housing need in Bury as demonstrated through the Bury
Housing Needs Survey or other suitable local evidence. The
remaining 40% of the site area should be prioritised for the
provision of plots for self-build and custom housing aimed at
meeting local needs.

7.29

Both policies are consistent regarding the 60% of the net site
area given over to affordable housing to meet local needs. The
area of departure relates to the remaining 40%. Part c) of Policy
LP28 states that the remainder is available for open market
housing or plots suitable for custom or self-build homes. Policy
G4 does not include that part regarding market housing and
instead states that the remaining 40% should be prioritised for
the provision of plots for self-build and custom housing aimed at
meeting local needs.

7.30

It appears that the nine market dwellings proposed are not
intended for self-build or custom plots and as such it appears
that the proposal would conflict with this aspect of Policy G4 of
the emerging Bury Neighbourhood Plan.

7.31

Regarding point d) i. of Policy LP10, the application includes a
sustainability matrix which considers the site to be sustainable,
being 300 metres from the nearest bus stop, 650 metres from a
convenience store, 750 metres from a Primary School, 2.3
kilometres from Ramsey town centre, which provides most local
facilities, and approximately 3 kilometres from an Established
Employment Area and Secondary School. The proposed
development is therefore demonstrated to be sustainable in
terms of the availability of services and existing infrastructure.

7.32

Point d) iii) is considered within the following sections of this
report, and it is concluded that the proposed development is
sustainable in terms of the opportunities for users of the
proposed development to travel by sustainable transport modes.

7.33

However, as referred to above and considered in detail within the
following sections of this report, it is concluded below that the
amount and location of the development is not sustainable in
terms of point d) iii) of Policy LP28 of the Local Plan, due to the
significantly detrimental effect that the development has on the
character of the immediate locality and the settlement as a
whole.

7.34

Therefore, as the application fails to accord with the
requirements of point d) iii) of Policy 28 of the Local Plan to 2036
it is considered that the development is not acceptable in
principle.

Housing Mix
7.35

Policy LP25 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that a proposal for
major scale development will be supported where it provides a
mix of sizes, types and tenures that help achieve sustainable,
inclusive and mixed communities.

7.36

Policy LP 25 of the Local Plan to 2036 requires any proposal
which includes 10 or more dwellings to provide a mix of dwelling

sizes, types and tenures and to demonstrate how it responds to
evidence provided by Strategic Housing Market Assessments,
HDC’s Housing Strategy and Tenancy Strategy and any local
assessments of housing need.
7.37

The Cambridge sub-region Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) (2013) provides guidance on the mix of
housing required for Huntingdonshire up to 2031. This gives
broad ranges reflecting the variety of properties within each
bedroom category. This indicates a requirement for the following
mix: up to 4% one-bedroom homes, 16-42% two-bedroom
homes, 26-60% three-bedroom homes and up to 30% four or
more-bedroom homes.

7.38

As this application is for a rural exception scheme, the mix of the
29 affordable homes to meet local needs is in accordance with
the requirements for local needs housing set out in the recently
published Bury Housing Needs Survey.

7.39

Of the 29 homes to meet local needs 27 are for rent and two are
for shared ownership. They would consist of the following mix:
* 8 one-bed flats
* 2 one-bed semi-detached bungalows
* 9 two-bed semi-detached houses
* 8 three-bed semi-detached houses
* 2 four-bed semi-detached houses

7.40

The mix of the remaining 9 dwellings, of the overall total of 38
dwellings is as follows:
-six 3-bed semi-detached bungalows
-three 3-bed semi-detached houses
These 9 dwellings would be open market housing.

7.41

This equates to 100% 3 bed homes. The mix proposed in this
scheme does not strictly comply with the mix sought for
Huntingdonshire in the Cambridge Sub-Regional SHMA.
However, given that the skew relates to a higher proportion of
small to medium sized units (with no 4 bedroom or larger homes)
than the SHMA suggests, a mix of bungalows and houses are
proposed but with the benefit of a high proportion of bungalows
and given the sustainable location of the site, it is considered that
the proposed mix will help to achieve a sustainable, inclusive and
mixed community in this locality.

7.42

In addition, Policy LP25 of the Local Plan to 2036 requires new
dwellings to meet the optional Building Regulations standards for
accessible and adaptable dwellings and, in the case of affordable
homes, that an appropriate proportion meet the Building
Regulation standards for wheelchair adaptable dwellings.

7.43

The subtext to Policy LP25 outlines that “Huntingdonshire
Accessible and Specialist Housing Evidence Paper evidences

the requirement for all new market homes to meet Building
Regulation M4(2). It also indicates that to meet anticipated needs
a further 9% of new market homes are required to meet Building
Regulation M4(3). The proportion indicated in the policy should
seek to achieve this percentage where its delivery is viable. The
level of need for affordable homes which meet Building
Regulation M4(3) is anticipated to be around 30% overall but
precise levels of need will vary in response to circumstances at
the time a planning application is submitted”.
7.44

The applicant has confirmed that all of the dwellings will meet the
Building Regulations standards for accessible and adaptable
homes and that a proportion of the affordable homes will meet
the Building Regulation standard for wheelchair adaptable
homes. Precise percentage are yet to be confirmed by the
Applicant, therefore an update shall be provided to Members
either in advance or at the May Development Management
Committee Meeting.

Access and Highways Issues
7.45

Section 9 of the NPPF discusses the importance of promoting
sustainable transport. Paragraph 111 of the NPPF states that
developments which will generate significant amounts of
movement should be required to provide a travel plan and should
be supported by a transport statement/assessment so the likely
impacts of the proposal can be assessed.

7.46

Part ii) of part d) of Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to 2036
requires that a development be sustainable in terms of
opportunities for users of the proposed development to travel by
sustainable modes.

7.47

Policy LP16 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that new
development will be expected to contribute to an enhanced
transport network that supports an increasing proportion of
journeys being undertaken by sustainable travel modes. A
proposal will therefore be supported where it is demonstrated
that:
a. opportunities are maximised for the use of sustainable travel
modes;
b. its likely transport impacts have been assessed, and
appropriate mitigation measures will be delivered;
c. safe physical access from the public highway can be achieved,
including the rights of way network where appropriate;
d. any potential impacts on the strategic road network have been
addressed; and
e. there are no severe residual cumulative impacts.

7.48

Policy LP17 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that a proposal will
be supported where it incorporates appropriate space for vehicle
movements, facilitates accessibility for service and emergency

vehicles and incorporates adequate parking for vehicles and
cycles.
7.49

The main issue in terms of access and highways is whether
there would be any severe adverse effects on highway safety
and traffic flow arising from the proposed development of up to
38 dwellings. In determining whether the development would
have severe residual cumulative impacts, the applicant has
submitted a Transport Statement. Cambridgeshire County
Council (CCC) Highways has been consulted as the Local
Highway Authority and offer no objection to the proposal.

7.50

The concerns of objectors with regard to traffic are noted.
However, Cambridgeshire County Council Highways have
reviewed the proposal and have concluded that width of the
approach road and visibility at the Warboys Road junction is
acceptable and appropriate. Cambridgeshire County Council
Highways have advised that there would be no unacceptable
levels of vehicle movements during peak times, and the shared
surface arrangements are adoptable, except for the shared
private drives for units 3-10 which would remain private.

7.51

The Council does not have parking standards, rather it is for
each application to provide a clear justification for the space for
vehicle movements and level of vehicle and cycle parking
proposed. The Planning Statement confirms there are 77 car
parking spaces and 87 cycle parking spaces. It is shown on the
submitted plans that adequate parking is provided on site (2
spaces per dwelling), having regard to the scale and nature of
the proposed development. It is considered that there is sufficient
parking space on the site to meet the requirements of Policies
LP16 and LP17 of the Local Plan to 2036.

7.52

The Institute of Highways and Transportation (IHT) provide
guidance on desirable walk distances in their publication
'Providing for Journeys on Foot' which recommends suggested
acceptable walking distances of between 500m (6 minutes,
‘Desirable’) and 2km (25 minutes, ‘Preferred Maximum’) for
commuting and journeys to school. For non-commuter journeys
the guidance suggests that a walk distance of up to 1,200 metres
can be 'considered', with the 'acceptable' and 'desirable'
distances being 800 and 400 metres respectively. Similarly,
acceptable cycling distances vary between individuals and
circumstances but trips up to 5km (3.1miles) are accepted as
having the potential to substitute car trips. However, these are
not framed as absolute requirements: the Design SPD states that
'ideally' new homes will be built to be within those distances and
the IFT guidance acknowledges that acceptable walking and
cycling distances will vary between individuals.

7.53

Paragraph 5.53 of the Local Plan to 2036 states the reality that
the level of car ownership in Huntingdonshire is high given the

relative prosperous and rural nature of the district and that even
in market towns public transport outside of weekday business
hours can be limited. Therefore, reliance on private cars as the
main mode of travel is likely to continue through the plan period,
to 2036, and that parking provision needs to reflect that reality
while also promoting the national aim of a shift towards travel by
sustainable modes.
7.54

It is noted that Bury is served by existing public transport
services with bus links to larger settlements including St Ives,
Huntingdon, Cambridge and Peterborough. The closest bus
stops to the site are situated approximately 310meters from the
site along Warboys Road, just south of Hill Estate; within the
recommended walking distance of 400m. The Local Planning
Authority accepts that there would be an increase in private car
use and that these bus services are limited and would not be
reliable for frequent everyday use such as for employment.
However, the bus services available do offer an alternative to
private car use for future occupants in accordance with the
requirements of local plan policy, particularly Policy LP16 of the
Local Plan to 2036.

7.55

Whilst the village of Bury itself has a limited number of services,
Ramsey and Bury combined have a good range of facilities
between them including a Tesco superstore, primary and
secondary schools with sixth form college, a village hall, library,
two convenience stores, shops within Ramsey Town Centre, a
post office, doctor’s surgery, pharmacy, takeaways, public
houses, playing fields, sports facilities and churches. It is
acknowledged that whilst many of the above services are not
within walking distances of the application site, they are within
recommended cycling distances; offering an alternative
sustainable transport to future occupants than private car use, as
required by Policy LP16. It is also considered that there are
sufficient footpaths and street lighting connecting the application
site with the local facilities and services within Bury village centre
and Ramsey, which encourages walking, and the general good
connectivity of the site would encourage cycling and alternative
modes of public transport. The application site is therefore
considered sustainable and therefore satisfies the requirements
of the NPPF and Policy LP16 of the Local Plan to 2036.

7.56

As outlined within the IHT's guidance, it is recognised that people
will cycle to services/amenities outside of the 25-minute walk
distance, but which are located within 5 kilometres
(approximately a 15-minute cycle time). Ramsey town centre falls
within this radius, hosting a range of services commented on
above. Future occupiers of the proposed development could
instead opt to use bus links to Ramsey or other larger
settlements to access this range of facilities and services. It is
therefore considered that the amount and location of the
proposed development is sustainable when having regard to the

level of service and infrastructure provision within Bury and when
taking account of the opportunities to access everyday services
and facilities by sustainable modes of travel (including walking,
cycling and public transport) within the nearby town of Ramsey.
7.57

Taking all the above into account, subject to conditions, it is
considered that the proposed means of accessing and circulating
within this site is acceptable and that the proposal complies with
Policies LP16, LP17 and part d)ii) of Policy LP28 of the Local
Plan to 2036 and paragraphs 109 to 111 of the NPPF.

Impact upon the Historic Environment including Archaeology,
Landscape and the Visual Impact within the Conservation Area
7.58

Paragraph 170 of the NPPF says the planning system should
contribute to and enhance the natural environment by, amongst
others, protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological
conservation interests and soils. The planning system should
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.

7.59

Policy LP11 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that a proposal will
be supported where it is demonstrated that it responds positively
to its context and has drawn inspiration from the key
characteristics of its surroundings, including natural, historic and
built environment, to help create distinctive, high quality and welldesigned places.

7.60

Policy LP12 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that new
developments will be expected to be well designed and that a
proposal will be supported where it can be demonstrated that it:
• contributes positively to the areas character and identity
• successfully integrates with adjoining buildings, the routes and
spaces between buildings, topography and landscape;
• creates attractive and appropriately scaled built frontages;
• delivers a balanced mix of compatible buildings;
• enables the wider area to achieve a coherent and integrated
built form including considering potential future development of
adjoining sites
• promotes accessibility and permeability for all by creating safe
and welcoming spaces that connect with each other and are
easy to move through;
• promotes a sense of place to include attractive streets, squares
and other public spaces with a defined sense of enclosure, with
multi-functional green spaces and corridors.

Design of the proposed development
7.61

The site has a rural character due to its sitting at the edge of the
village, the existing hedging along Meadow Lane and the
undeveloped greenfield nature of the site. There are clear public

views of the site from public right of way (footpath 36/3) to the
rear boundary of the site.
7.62

The proposed layout positions a row of semi-detached houses to
face onto Meadow Lane. The pair closest to the adjacent
development at The Glebe would be bungalows, whilst those
further north-east along Meadow Lane would two storey semidetached homes, served by a private drive. The incorporation of
the private drive has facilitated the retention of the existing hedge
and tree planting along Meadow Lane, assisting in providing
screening of the proposed development.

7.63

All other properties would be served by the loop road to be
accessed from Meadow Lane. The development seeks to
incorporate a range of single and two storey homes, with an area
of open space to be provided within the centre of the
development and within the northern extent of the site. Due to
the siting of the public open space at the centre of the site, plots
19-24 would provide good levels of direct surveillance to this
area. The scale and form of the proposed dwellings, including
the incorporation of a mix of detached and semi-detached
dwellings, reflects the height and massing of those found within
the locality. The overall layout of development would reflect the
density of development along Meadow Lane, and the
incorporation of open space within the northern extent of the site
provides a wide landscape buffer to the countryside.

7.64

Whilst a number of detailed comments have been addressed
during the lifetime of the application (including cycle and refuse
storage, amenity space for the flats, general approach to
materials, cycle and refuse storage, the arrangement of the
shared surface road and footpath connections), the pairing of
dwellings on plots 21 and 22 results in prominent projecting
hipped roof gables and staggered building lines on the front
elevations which fails to relate to the more simple flat fronted
appearance and wide/shallow plan form of existing units in this
part of Bury. It is considered that similar house types should
instead be paired to simplify the elevations with pitched roofs to
relate to the prevailing character along Meadow Lane. In
addition, it is considered that the arrangement of the single
garage and side tandem parking spaces to Plot 3 would
dominate views into the site from Meadow Lane and prevents
this unit from forming a true corner-turning unit as side windows
would be blocked by parked cars.

7.65

Within the site, the orientation of Plots 19/20 results in exposing
a long section of rear garden boundary to the adjacent larger
POS and parking court to the flat blocks, whilst failing to provide
surveillance.

7.66

As submitted, it is considered that the scheme would be contrary
to the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Policies LP2, LP10

part b, LP11 and LP12 parts a and b and the placemaking
principles set out in chapter 3 of the HDC Design Guide SPD
2017.
Visual Impact within the Conservation Area
7.67

While the main part of the Ramsey Conservation Area lies to the
north, it includes the Holy Cross Parish Church to the south-west
of the site beyond dwellings on The Glebe, which are excluded
from the Conservation Area. The Landscape Officer has
described the historic church of Bury as located on a ‘small
elevated spur. This spur overlooks the valley of High Lode (the
Bury Brook) to the west and north, and Fen/Fen Margin to the
east, and has meant that development has been relatively
restricted and small scale. The wetter lands of the Bury Brook
valley have not been developed, but the more extensive higher
ground west of the Brook has been the site for the large-scale
residential developments and the airfield. Consequently, the
eastern part of Bury has retained a distinct identity, with the
church tower as a landmark focus. Existing development on
Meadow Lane extends eastwards up to a similar point on both
sides of the Lane, resulting in a clear limit to the built-up area at
the north east and east of this part of Bury. The application site is
located immediately beyond this limit, and this marks the start of
the settlement edge landscape which provides the transition
between the settlement and the more rural Green Fringe and
Fen Margin landscapes beyond’.

7.68

The HDC Conservation Team have also pointed out the impact
of the proposed development on the setting of Bury Church
which is a Grade I Listed Building. Bury Church occupies an
elevated position and for this reason its setting covers a wide
setting. The public footpath leading through the countryside
landscape from the golf course towards the church currently still
has open views, despite the existing residential development to
the south east of the footpath. While it is of some relevance to
the current application the existence of an older residential
development does not confirm acceptability of development
around this designated heritage asset, which would have
retained more historic integrity had any development in this
location reflected the historic character of this area. This visual
setting links ‘the church with the medieval causeway and the
causeway to the changes in topography it was built to respond
to. Therefore, an extension of this type of modern development
would impact the setting of the church from viewpoints to the
north-east. The Conservation Officer has assessed the harm as
serious, but less than substantial and the harm to the
significance of the medieval causeway would also suffer less
than substantial harm. The Landscape Officer has, however,
categorised the historic and topographical link between Bury and
Ramsey Abbey as being of high significance and that the historic

links are ‘reinforced by the spatial alignment of the footpath to
the church which stands elevated in views from the Causeway.’
7.69

The Built Heritage Statement within the Planning Statement
Update suggests the removal of overhead power lines in favour
of underground cables will be of a positive impact on the
Conservation Area and wider setting. Officers agree that the
undergrounding of unsightly overhead power cables will bring
enhancements to the character and appearance of the
Conservation Area and to the wider surrounding area. In this
regard the applicant has agreed to a negatively worded condition
requiring that this work takes place. The Built Heritage Statement
within the Planning Statement also suggests that ‘whilst the site
forms a small part of the setting of the Grade I listed Church of
Holy Cross and a very small part of The Old Rectory (a nondesignated heritage asset), it provides a neutral contribution to
the significance of both assets. The applicant’s view is ‘With
regard to the Church, the proposals will maintain the current
visibility of the Church from within the Conservation Area and its
wider setting.’

7.70

It is considered that the proposed development results in harm to
designated heritage assets that is serious but less than
substantial. Paragraph 196 of the NPPF states that where a
development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm, this
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum
viable use. However, Paragraph 193 of the NPPF states that
when considering the impact of a proposed development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should
be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the
asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of
whether any potential harm, total loss or less than substantial
harm to its significance.

7.71

The benefits of providing adequate affordable housing to meet
the identified local affordable housing need are not solely
dependent on this site, as there are other sites around Bury
village capable of satisfying the need for affordable housing that
has been identified. The other benefits identified by the applicant
of securing the golf club’s future existence and the visual benefit
of removing the overhead power lines are not guaranteed and
therefore can be given only limited weight.

7.72

The Conservation Team do not support the proposed
development as Bury Church is Grade I listed building, a
designated asset of the highest importance, which carries a
greater weight in the preservation of the Listed Building and its
setting. The proposed development is seen as inappropriate
development which fails to preserve the special interest of the
Grade I listed Bury Church, and also fails to preserve the
character and appearance of the Ramsey Conservation Area.

7.73

The proposal would therefore conflict with Policies LP2, LP11,
LP28 d) iii) and LP34 of the Local Plan to 2036 and Section 16
(Conserving and enhancing the historic environment) of the
NPPF (2019).

The Landscape
7.74

The Landscape Officer has defined the area of local landscape
and context as being within an approximate radius of 1.5
kilometre from the application site. The HDC Conservation Team
have pointed out that the Ramsey Conservation Area Character
Assessment places the proposed development site within a
character area identified as the ‘Green Fringe’. The Green Fringe
is the setting of the town. Its openness is its most important
characteristic and the sparseness of development is essential to
maintaining its character.

7.75

The significance of the Conservation Area is summarised as
being due to the origin of the town as a settlement associated
with the Benedictine Abbey. The extensive nature of the
Conservation Area is because Ramsey and Bury are adjacent
settlements and although now separate parishes they are closely
associated in their history and topography. The character
assessment also states that this stretch of open land is an
important rural link with Bury as well as being a setting for
Ramsey. Therefore, its preservation is essential to the
maintenance of the Conservation Area and any future
development within this sensitive area would need exceptional
justification.

7.76

The history of the founding of Ramsey Abbey shows that
topography was an important consideration for the choice of
location. An island within the marshes and lakes of the fens was
considered the perfect site for secluded prayer and
contemplation. Originally only accessible by boat, monks built
causeways across the marshes towards Bury and their Grange
at Biggin before building a bridge over Bury Brook and joining the
island with the mainland in the 13th Century.

7.77

The monks were modifying the landscape from the 10th Century
onwards and the current rural character of the link between
Ramsey and Bury is as much down to their management of the
fens as to later landowners. The physical link is expressed by the
causeways running along the marshy base of the Bury Brook
valley which are significant examples of medieval earthworks
and should be considered undesignated heritage assets in their
own right.

7.78

The NPPF advises that the landscape can be classed as a nondesignated Heritage Asset if it is identified as having a degree of
significance meriting consideration in planning decisions,
because of its heritage interest. Paragraph 127 of the NPPF
states that planning decisions should ensure development is
sympathetic to local character and history, including the
surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not
preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change.
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF states that planning decisions
should also protect and enhance valued landscapes.

7.79

The HDC Landscape Officer has also noted that the application
site lies within the settlement edge least compromised by later
20th century residential development and forms the optimum
setting for the town. This stretch of open land is an important
rural link with Bury as well as being a setting for Ramsey.
Therefore, its preservation is essential to the maintenance of the
Conservation Area and any future development within this
sensitive area would need exceptional justification. The
Landscape Officer also refers to the most recent Housing and
Employment Land Availability Assessment which states at page
382 that the brook and golf course form an important green
corridor connecting Ramsey to Bury. The valley landscape of
Bury Brook is of high quality and provides an open, attractive
landscape setting to Bury and the south eastern edge of
Ramsey.

7.80

The Planning Statement Update submitted as part of the
application argues that the application site will be well contained
as it is located on the edge of the existing settlement, being
adjacent to an existing residential estate, and would be bordered
by trees and existing vegetation and new planting that would limit
the effects of the development to minor or negligible on the wider
Fen margin and the Southern Green Fringe character areas, and
would therefore not have any significant impact on the
landscape, townscape character, or on the characteristics of the
wider area. The applicant also points out the opportunity the
development offers for ecological enhancements, as well as an
improved landscaping scheme which will help screen the
electricity substation and The Glebe housing estate, introducing
a local benefit to the Landscape Character Area. The applicant
argues that the site, by virtue of the landscaping scheme
proposed, would largely conceal the proposed development
from rural views to the east and south, as well as from the
Conservation Area to the north, and that this would serve to
reduce the magnitude of change and adverse effects to a less
than significant level.

7.81

The Planning Statement Update also points out an anomaly
between the Green Fringe Character Analysis in the Ramsey
Conservation Area Character Assessment (2005) and the
Character Areas in the Huntingdonshire Landscape and

Townscape Assessment SPD (2007). These documents differ in
the extent of the Green Fringe subdivision and Southern Green
Fringe character area respectively. The applicant argues that this
discrepancy in the boundaries between the assessments in
relation to the application site, reduces the weight which should
be attributed to the boundary of the Conservation Area in this
location and blurs the division between these landscapes and the
Fen Margin landscape. Officers do not agree and consider that
the boundary of the Conservation Area is clear and that there is
no reduction in the amount of weight that should be given to the
impacts of the proposed development on either heritage assets
or the wider landscape.
7.82

The character of our local Historic Landscape is a quantifiable
measure of the historic dimension retained within todays
landscape. It is considered that the pressure to build conflicts
with this need to preserve earlier landscapes, and some historic
landscapes have been compromised by the chipping away of
their edges. There are concerns regarding how much additional
change can be absorbed within the landscape before it leads to a
loss of depth in character. Early landscape types are therefore
becoming limited and further loss could be significant. The
conservation of these landscape types is increasingly a
necessity.

7.83

Officers consider that the positioning of additional houses,
through development of the site, adjacent to the existing
residential area would represent an intensification of
development and that the additional housing would have an
adverse impact on the setting and distinctiveness of this part of
Bury.

7.84

Where a non-designated heritage asset is affected, a balanced
judgement needs to be reached having regard to the scale of
harm and the significance of the heritage asset. Officers
consider the Green Fringe to be significant as it is a valued
landscape. Despite the existing trees and hedges on the
boundaries of the site, the site forms an integral part of the
historic landscape and is part of the context of the Medieval
Causeways nearby. The application therefore conflicts with
Policies LP2, LP10 part b, LP11, LP28 d) iii) and Policy LP34 of
the Local Plan to 2036 and the Section 16 of the NPPF (2019).

Archaeology
7.85

The records held by County Council Archaeological Team
indicate that this site lies in an area of strong archaeological
potential, 125 metres to the north-east of the 12th century Holy
Cross Church (Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Record
reference 02835). The Cambridgeshire Historic Environment
Record indicates significant multi-period archaeological evidence
in the vicinity of this site, with medieval inhumations (burials)

previously having been identified to the south of the proposed
development at Hill Estate and a medieval midden and medieval
pottery found to the south and north of Meadow Lane.
7.86

Within 600 metres to the south-east of the application site,
development-led excavations have produced evidence of an
abandoned settlement of Late Iron Age date which was later reutilised during the late-Saxon/Medieval period with further
evidence of deserted medieval settlement areas to the south of
the proposed development with other features and evidence
uncovered in the area.

7.87

The Desk Based Assessment provided as part of the current
application makes reference to a possible Prehistoric sub-circular
enclosure containing an isolated discrete feature within the
application area. It is felt the nature of this feature cannot be
definitively identified without archaeological investigation, nor
does it preclude other remains from being identified which do not
show up as clearly on geophysical survey results within this
archaeologically sensitive area.

7.89

The Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeological Team
therefore recommended that physical archaeological evidence
should be presented prior to determining the application to
ensure the site is suitable for development. This would normally
take the form of an archaeological evaluation to be undertaken
prior to the granting of planning permission. A more informed
decision can then be made based on the evidence found as to
whether any subsequent planning consent will need to include
provisions for the recording and, more importantly, the
preservation of important archaeological remains in situ. If it is
appropriate for the application to proceed, the results will be
used to formulate the scope of mitigation works or advise on
modifications to the development’s layout plan.

7.90

The applicant argues that the Archaeological Desk Based Study
also states that although evidence was found for a possible
Prehistoric enclosure in the centre of the site, all other evidence
is indicative of ploughing trends, a former field boundary, modern
disturbance and burning. There were also no scheduled
monuments on the site, and any outside the site are well
screened from view. The report therefore suggests there is a low
or negligible potential for significant ‘as-yet-unknown’
archaeological remains for all other post prehistoric periods. The
applicant acknowledges that a further evaluation of the site
would be required before development commences due to the
archaeological potential of the site.

7.91

However, Policy LP34 of the Local Plan to 2036, when referring
to archaeology, states that if initial site assessment does not
provide sufficient information to enable consideration of the
impact of the proposal on the significance of archaeological

remains, developers will be required to undertake fieldwork
evaluation of a site in advance of determination of the
application.
7.92

A field evaluation, as required under Policy LP34 of the Local
Plan to 2036, is meant to gain information about the
archaeological resource within a given area or site (including its
presence or absence, character, extent, date, integrity, state of
preservation and quality), in order to make an assessment of its
merit in the appropriate context, leading to one or more of the
following:
a. The formulation of a strategy to ensure the recording,
preservation or management of the resource;
b. The formulation of a strategy to mitigate a threat to the
archaeological resource; and/or
c. The formulation of a proposal for further archaeological
investigation within a programme of research.

7.93

Often, a desk based study and geophysical survey will need to
be supplemented by ground surveys and/or targeted
archaeological excavations in order to define the importance,
character and extent of archaeological remains that may exist in
the area of the proposed development, and to evaluate the
weight that should be afforded to their preservation. The
additional information provided would then help identify which
options are required to minimise or avoid damage to any
archaeological evidence that may be found. The information
provided so far about the site does not provide sufficient
information about what remains could be found below the
surface, in order to make a reasonable planning decision. At the
very least, the results of the geophysical survey have not been
provided for the benefit of the County Archaeological Team to
independently evaluate, to ensure no further information is
required. The advice of the Cambridgeshire County Council
Archaeology Team is therefore, that planning permission should
be withheld until sufficient information has been provided as part
of the application.

7.94

An alternative application on land south of Buryfield is also
competing for approval as a rural exception site, which has
significantly reduced the time available for sufficient information
to be presented. This is because only one site may be approved
in order to meet the affordable housing numbers identified as
necessary to meet local need for Bury.

7.95

The applicant has stated that RPS Archaeology were instructed
to request a Brief for Archaeological Evaluation from the County
in respect of the trial trenching required on site. This was
received on 1 April 2020 and sought 5% trenching, plus a
contingency should this prove necessary. Fee proposals from
contractors were undertaken in respect of the trial trenching.
However, due to Covid-19 and the associated lockdown, most of

the larger fieldwork contractors have stopped work on all but
crucial infrastructure projects. Cambridgeshire County Council’s
current position is that staff are currently not engaged in
delivering essential frontline services due to remote working
arrangements. Therefore, currently there are no site visits taking
place and fieldwork is effectively postponed.
7.96

Due to the unusual circumstances arising from Covid-19, the
applicants have suggested that as fieldwork cannot progress at
the current time, a suitably worded condition is attached to any
permission. Such a condition would prevent development
commencing until intrusive archaeological investigation has been
undertaken. If the intrusive archaeological investigation
identified assets of sufficient interest to require a reworking of the
proposal, then that could be achieved by a non-material
application or a minor material application, either of which the
LPA could refuse if it was not satisfied.

7.97

Despite the circumstances, the LPA is not content with the
approach put forward by the applicant and does not consider that
the imposition of a condition is an appropriate approach. The
application is not considered to have provided sufficient
archaeological evidence to comply with Policy LP34 of the Local
Plan to 2036, as there could still be the likelihood that the layout
plans may need to be amended to take into account any
mitigation works required as a result of further investigation into
possible archaeological remains; which could be classified as
non-designated heritage assets. Paragraph 190 of the NPPF
(2019) advises that the particular significance of any heritage
asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by
development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) should be
assessed, taking into account the available evidence and any
necessary expertise to avoid or minimise any conflict between
the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.

7.98

As the Brief for Archaeological Evaluation was only received on
1st April, it is considered that the requested trial trenching would
not have been completed, evaluated and then re-consulted on
prior to this
May Development Management Committee
meeting, even without the Covid19 situation. Policy LP34 of the
Local Plan to 2036 and the County Council’s Archaeological
Team both require that the archaeological investigation be
concluded before permission is granted. This principal has been
applied to other planning applications for development. A recent
planning appeal was dismissed on these same grounds.

7.99

Therefore, the proposed development is considered to conflict
with the requirements of Policies LP2 and LP34 of the Local Plan
to 2036 and Section 16 of the NPPF (2019).

Residential Amenity
7.100 Policy LP14 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that a proposal will
be supported where a high standard of amenity is provided for all
users and occupiers of the proposed development and
maintained for users and occupiers of neighbouring land and
buildings. Paragraph 127 (f) of the NPPF (2019) also seeks to
secure a high standard of amenity for existing and future users of
developments.
7.101 The application proposes that bungalows are sited along the
boundary shared with the existing neighbouring bungalows.
7.102 There is existing boundary treatment in the form of mature
hedgerows and trees along the south western boundary which is
shown to be retained and which does limit the impact of the
proposal upon the amenity of the dwellings along The Glebe.
The side of the bungalow in plot 1 faces towards number 15
Meadow Lane, with a separation distance of 12 metres between
dwellings. Number 15 does have some facing windows towards
the application site. The proposed fence height is 2 metres which
would mitigate any overlooking concerns, especially when the
existing hedge is also taken into consideration. Other bungalows
have no other overlooking or overbearing impacts as there is
either sufficient space between dwellings or no facing windows.
7.103 It is considered that the scale and orientation of the proposed
residential units would not lead to significant impacts upon the
amenities of neighbouring properties with regard to overlooking
or overshadowing. Rear fencing will be 1.8 metres in height
within the estate, but 2 metres between existing and proposed
dwellings.
7.104 Given the positioning of the proposed residential units, it is
considered that the development would not have an unduly
overbearing detrimental impact upon the amenities of existing
neighbouring properties. Within the site, the closest relationship
would be between plots 24 and 35, where there would be a
distance of 14 metres between facing habitable room windows.
However, more privacy is expected to the rear of development
within private gardens, rather than to the front and it is not
considered that this represents a significant loss of future
amenity to the occupiers of either proposed dwelling.
7.105 The finished floor level within the FRA, which was approved by
the Environment Agency, would be a minimum of 4.51 metres
AOD. The site is on a gradient with the land sloping away from
The Glebe cul-de-sac towards the electricity substation. The
land levels range from 8.67 metres AOD to 1.65 metres AOD.
The finished floor levels would be 300mm above the ground
level, such to accord with the Environment Agency Standing
Advice. Due to the sloping nature of the land, there will be some
difference in roof heights. However, to the centre of the site, the

land level would range from 5.89 to 4.21 AOD. However, the
bungalows along the south-western side of the site would be on
higher ground and would have similar floor levels to the existing
dwellings at the Glebe residential estate. As the roof levels
change in height, there should be sufficient space between
dwellings to prevent overlooking.
7.106 The application proposes additional planting and landscaped
screening around the electricity substation which is welcomed as
it would improve the outlook of the occupiers of the estate.
However, any new tree planting will take time to mature and this
is a very limited benefit arising from the proposed development.
7.107 Objections have been received from neighbours to the change in
amenity for existing residents of the nearby estate. They have
also stated that Meadow Lane is unsuitable for additional traffic.
In terms of the impact on the existing dwellings that can be
assessed, views from numbers 13 to 18 The Glebe and numbers
13, 14 and 15 Meadow Lane would experience a change in
outlook, but it should be noted that changes in views does not
necessarily equate to harm. In addition, it is considered that
although it is likely that there would be an increase in traffic, it is
not considered that this would have a significant detrimental
impact on residential amenity.
7.108 The proposal is considered to be broadly in accordance with the
requirements of Policy LP14 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan
to 2036 and paragraph 127(f) of the NPPF.
Open/Green Space
7.109 Policy LP3 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that a proposal will
be supported where it can demonstrate that it incorporates
open/green space in accordance with the Council’s Developer
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document and where
possible enhances existing green infrastructure. The proposed
development should seek to improve the accessibility,
naturalness and connectivity of green spaces and to provide
replacement provision where the proposal would result in harm
to or loss of existing green infrastructure. Proposals should
include the maintenance of, and where appropriate, the
enhancing of the rights of way network.
7.110 The Developer Contributions SPD points out at paragraph B1
that open spaces are:
•
an essential element in the delivery of sustainable
communities,
•
contributing to the health and well-being of the area,
•
essential to biodiversity and the delivery of a high-quality
designed development.

7.111 Based on the quantum of development and the requirements of
the Developer Contributions SPD, the development generates a
requirement for in the region of 1600m2 of POS including 700m2
of continuous green space where children can stretch their legs
and play.
7.112 With regards to outdoor sport the Developer Contributions SPD
2011 states that developments between 10 and 449 units will be
required to make an offsite contribution to enhance existing
facilities. Off-site contributions of £24,252 have been sought by
HDC Active Lifestyles towards formal sports provision; primarily a
MUGA in line with the need identified within the emerging Bury
Neighbourhood Plan. The applicant has agreed to this sum.
7.113 The HDC Green Space Officer has commented that the Needs
Analysis completed in respect of green space shows Bury
currently has sufficient green open space for its current
population, and that further development should provide the SPD
requirement.
7.114 The proposed attenuation pond is located within the central part
of the site which would cover the largest section of available
informal Public Open Space, and would cover most of this area
as shown within drawing number HLEF58837-D001 rev C. This
area would have provided the area of continuous Public Open
Space that is required. Other large areas of open space are
located within flood zone 3 which is not suitable as Public Open
Space as it is not known how many months of the year the land
would be unsuitable for walking due to flooding or waterlogging
of the land.
7.115 The applicant has expressed the view that it is common practice
for Public Open Space to also perform a function as flood
attenuation and this is in line with the multipurpose use of the
land at the site. The applicant considers that the attenuation
pond will be dry most of the time and will be used in extreme
events only. The events up to 1 in 30 years will be
accommodated by the local drainage system and the attenuation
provided in the permeable paving.
7.116 Furthermore, a total of 0.862 ha of Public Open Space is
proposed (with just 0.04 ha of this area used for drainage
attenuation) so 0.858 ha is available along with a commitment to
maintenance responsibility of the land prior to adoption by a
public body. The applicant therefore does not consider that an
off-site contribution should be imposed in this instance, but would
consider it subject to the amount, and the project it would relate
to.
7.117 The provision of green open space within Flood Zone 1 such to
enable the land to be considered as useable green space and
deliver adequate on site green space in accordance with Policies

LP3 and LP4 of the Local Plan to 2036 and the Developer
Contribution SPD is considered acceptable in principle and the
applicant has confirmed that the slope gradient on the
attenuation basin is no greater than 1:3. As such the open space
is considered useable in accordance with requirements.
7.118 Green space and any necessary financial contribution must be
secured through a S106 Agreement.
Biodiversity
7.119 Local Plan Policy LP30 of the Local Plan to 2036 aims to
conserve and enhance biodiversity and advises that
opportunities should be taken to achieve beneficial measures
within the design and layout of development and that existing
features of biodiversity value should be maintained and
enhanced. As a minimum it requires that a proposal will ensure
no net loss in biodiversity and a net gain should be provided
where possible.
7.120 Paragraph 170 of the NPPF states planning policies and
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment including by minimising impacts on and providing
net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent
ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future
pressures.
7.121 A biodiversity report and net gain survey has been carried out by
RPS in support of this application.
7.122 The Wildlife Trust has been consulted on the proposals put
forward and raises no objection to the proposal on ecological
grounds and welcomes the aim to achieve a net gain of 10
percent and the inclusion of a Biodiversity Management Plan.
Exact areas of habitat creation and enhancements will need to
be agreed, but this could be done through an S106 agreement
as some of this will be beyond the site boundary. The applicant
has agreed to provide a plan which can be agreed and included
within the S106 agreement to indicate the additional biodiversity
site area.
7.123 On-site mitigation and enhancement measures are also
indicated, and these would be able to be implemented through a
condition. The application therefore complies in principle with the
requirements of Policy LP30 of the Local Plan to 2036, subject to
an area of land being secured in line with the Wildlife Trust
recommendations, to ensure that the proposal provides a net
biodiversity enhancement.
7.124 As insufficient details have yet to be provided the Committee will
be updated on this matter.

Trees
7.125 Policy LP30 of the HDC Local Plan to 2036 supports
development where it seeks to conserve and enhance any
existing tree, woodland, hedge or hedgerows of value that would
be affected by the proposals.
7.126 The proposed development will retain and enhance the existing
provision of trees on the application site, with only two hedge
sections to be removed within the area of development. More
trees and landscaping areas are to be planted throughout the
site, increasing the number of trees and planting on the site. A
tree protection plan has been included as part of the application.
Therefore, subject to conditions to secure the imposition of tree
protections and hard and soft landscaping, the proposal would
accord with Policy LP31 of the Local Plan to 2036 and the NPPF
(2019) in this regard.
Flood Risk and Drainage
7.127 The application site lies within all three flood zones. The
developable area though, as shown on the proposed block plan,
lies entirely within Flood Zone 1, due to the scheme having been
design applying a sequential approach to flood risk within the
site. However, this does raise questions regarding the suitability
of Public Open Space in Flood Zone 3, which is discussed in the
relevant section above.
7.128 The NPPF recognises that flood risk and other environmental
damage can be managed by minimising changes in the volume
and rate of surface run-off from development sites though the
use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs). Further the
accepted principles are that surface water arising from a
developed area should, as far as practicable, be managed in a
sustainable manner to minimise the surface water flows arising
from the site prior to the proposed development, while reducing
the flood risk to the site itself and elsewhere, taking climate
change into account.
7.129 The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) have been consulted and
confirms that the submitted Flood Risk Assessment
demonstrates that surface water from the proposed development
can be managed effectively. The LLFA raise no objection to the
proposal subject to conditions relating to a surface water
drainage scheme and long-term maintenance plan.
7.130 The application therefore satisfies the requirements Policies LP5
and LP15 of the Local Plan to 2036 which requires surface water
to be considered from the outset as an integral part of the design
process and the NPPF (2019) in this regard.

Other matters:
*Water Efficiency
7.131 Policy LP12 of the Local Plan states that new dwellings must
comply with the optional Building Regulation standard for water
efficiency set out in Approved Document G of the Building
Regulations. The applicant has agreed to the requirement and a
condition will be attached to any consent to ensure compliance
with the above standards in accordance with policy LP12 of the
Local Plan.
*Fire Hydrants:
7.132 Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue have requested that the
provision of adequate fire hydrants is secured by condition. The
imposition of such a condition is considered acceptable and
would meet the statutory tests.
*Developer Contributions
7.133 Statutory tests require that S.106 planning obligations must be
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms, directly related to the development and fairly and
reasonable related in scale and kind to the development. S.106
obligations are intended to make development acceptable which
would otherwise be unacceptable in planning terms
7.134 Without prejudice to the eventual determination of the planning
application, negotiations have been held with the applicant in
order to determine the extent of the obligations required to make
the development acceptable. These negotiations have been held
in line with the advice within the Regulations and the outcome is
summarised below. Other relevant matters will be addressed via
specific planning conditions.
Affordable Housing:
7.135 The site is over 0.5 ha in size and therefore the development
should ordinarily seek to achieve a target of 40% affordable
housing in accordance with policies LP4 and LP24 of
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 and the Developer
Contributions SPD. In this instance, the application site is being
considered as a Rural Exception site and Policy LP28 requires at
least 60% (net) of the site area for affordable housing and the
proposed development would include 68% (net of the site area
for affordable housing). Market housing would constitute 32% of
the developable area, providing only 9 dwellings for the open
market. This meets the requirements of policies LP28 of the
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036.
7.136 It is considered that the application includes appropriate
contributions in accordance with the requirements of the
Planning Obligations SPD.

Green / Open Space
7.137 In accordance with Policies LP3 and LP4 of Huntingdonshire's
Local Plan to 2036 and the Developer Contributions SPD (Part
B) proposals for residential development are required to provide
the development specific land for informal and formal green
space.
7.138 The development generates a requirement for in the region of
1600m2 of POS including 700m2 of continuous green space
where children can stretch their legs and play. The applicant has
confirmed the slope gradient to the attenuation basin. Officers
will confirm whether any further contribution is required and the
Committee will be updated on this matter.
Formal Green Space
7.139 Off-site contributions of £24,252 have been sought by HDC
Active Lifestyles towards formal sports provision; primarily a
MUGA in line with the need identified within the emerging Bury
Neighbourhood Plan. This contribution requested is considered
to accord with the statutory tests in the Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations and paragraph 56 of the NPPF (2019); i.e. it is
considered that this contribution is necessary to make the
development acceptable in planning terms, it is directly related to
the development and it is fairly and reasonably related in scale
and kind to the development.
Green Space Maintenance
7.140 The Developer Contributions SPD sets out maintenance rates for
green space that will cover a fifteen-year period. Developer
contributions in line with the final agreed provision of green
space would be secured via a Section 106 Agreement. In
accordance with the requirements of the Developer Contributions
SPD, this would comprise either a commuted sum following the
transfer of the Green Space to the Parish Council or the District
Council, or the site will be maintained by a maintenance
company that would be set up by the developer and funded
through contributions from residents of the site (as per the
cascade mechanism within the Developer Contributions SPD).
Residential Wheeled Bins:
7.141 Each dwelling will require the provision of one black, blue and
green-wheeled bin. The current cost of such provision is £150
per dwelling. For flats, communal 1100 litre bins could be
provided rather than individual bins for each dwelling. The
current cost for communal bins in is £669.00 per communal bin.
As such a formula-based approach is suggested with the
scheme and details to be secured through the S106 Agreement.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
7.142 As this application site is for a small-scale major development
(under 200 dwellings) the development will be CIL liable in
accordance with the Council's adopted charging schedule; CIL
payments could cover infrastructure relating to footpath and
access, health, community facilities, libraries and lifelong
learning, and education.
Conclusion
7.143 This proposal seeks planning approval for a residential
development which seeks to erect 38 dwellings comprising 29
affordable homes to meet local needs, and 9 market dwellings to
meet the wider needs of the district. The application is submitted
as a rural exceptions site under Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to
2036.
7.144 To meet the requirements of sustainable development, proposals
are required to consider economic, social and environmental
objectives. A balancing exercise is then undertaken to consider
whether the benefits of the scheme would outweigh the impacts
of development.
7.145 Benefits of this scheme for 38 dwellings include:
• The provision of affordable housing provision that meets an
identified local need;
• The undergrounding of unsightly overhead power cables
thereby bringing enhancements to the character and appearance
of the Conservation Area and to the wider surrounding area. In
this regard the applicant has agreed to a negatively worded
condition requiring that this work takes place;
• Open space and formal sports provision contribution;
• The provision of new market housing; and
• Bringing an unused site into use.
7.146 The applicant also considers that a recognised benefit of the
scheme should be securing the financial situation of the Ramsey
Bowls and Golf Club so that the club can continue to operate.
While the land is owned by the golf club there are no guarantees
that the grant of planning permission would secure the club’s
future. Officers consider that very limited weight can be given to
this point.
7.147 Although the proposed development complies with some parts of
policy LP28 as detailed in the preceding sections of this report, it
is considered that the proposed development does not accord
with part d) iii) of the policy which requires that the development
is sustainable in terms of its effect on the character of the
immediate locality and the settlement as a whole. The
development fails in this regard as it fails to respect the character
and appearance of the Ramsey Conservation Area, within which

the site lies, or the wider setting of the Grade I listed Holy Cross
Church.
7.148 The applicant contends that harm to the visual impact of the
proposed development is perceptible but small and that the
character and appearance of the Conservation Area is
preserved. Officers do not agree with this opinion.
7.149 It is recognised that the development would bring benefits
particularly with regard to the provision of affordable housing
which is attributed moderate weight. Limited weight is given to
the other recognised benefits of the scheme and it is considered
that although the proposal would provide some benefits, as
outlined above, these benefits are firmly and comprehensively
outweighed by the harm that the proposed development would
cause to the setting of the Grade I listed Holy Cross Church, the
Ramsey Conservation Area which includes the Historic
landscape of Bury and the undermining of the Medieval
Causeways. The application therefore does not comply with the
requirements of Policies LP2, LP28 and LP34 of the Local Plan
to 2036.
7.150 These concerns regarding the effect on the character and
appearance of the local area are reinforced by the views of the
Council’s Landscape Officer who has also recommended that the
application be refused for the reasons that are outlined above.
7.151 In addition, the application has failed to provide sufficient
information to assess the potential archaeological significance of
the site. Therefore, it is not possible to make an informed
decision on the proposed layout of the site in respect of the
archaeological findings that may impact the future use of the site
as required by Policy LP34 of the Local Plan to 2036.
7.152 Finally, the detailed design of the proposed development is
considered contrary to the requirements of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan to 2036 Policies LP11 and LP12 parts a and b and
the placemaking principles set out in chapter 3 of the HDC
Design Guide SPD 2017.
8.

RECOMMENDATION
following reasons

-

REFUSAL for the

Reason 1 - Heritage
On the basis of the information submitted it is considered that the
proposal will cause harm to the significance of the setting of the
Grade I Listed Holy Cross Church and to Ramsey Conservation
Area due to the impact of the proposed development of this
open, greenfield site which makes a positive contribution to the
setting of Grade I Listed Holy Cross Church and to Ramsey
Conservation Area. The proposal would deliver the public benefit
of delivering 29 affordable homes to meet the identified local

affordable housing need and the removal of the overhead power
lines. However, it is considered that these public benefits of the
proposal do not outweigh the significant but less than substantial
harm resulting from the proposed development. The proposals
are therefore considered contrary to Section 16 of the Planning
(Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990; Section 16 of
the National Planning Policy Framework and Policies LP2, LP12,
LP28 part d) iii) and LP34 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to
2036.
Reason 2 - Archaeology
The site lies within a landscape of high archaeological potential.
In the absence of a pre-determination fieldwork evaluation of the
site, the Applicant has failed to determine the presence or
absence of important archaeological remains and the provisions
for their recording and preservation in situ, should important
remains be present. In taking a precautionary approach it is
considered that the proposed development would, on the
balance of probability, result in the destruction of important
archaeological remains that would otherwise justify preservation
in situ. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies LP2, LP28
part d) iii) and LP34 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036
and the requirements of Section 16 of the National Planning
Policy Framework.
Reason 3 - Design
The detailed design of the proposed development is considered
to be of significantly poor quality, failing to create a high-quality
well-designed place and failing to contribute positively to the
area’s character and identity. The scheme fails to create
attractive and appropriately scaled built frontages or a
development that functions well and is safe and secure to use.
The pairing of Plots 21 and 22 results in an intrusive projecting
hipped roof gable and staggered building line on the front
elevation that fails to successfully respond to the prevailing
character or appearance of adjacent units. The arrangement of
the side drive to Plot 3 dominates views into the site from
Meadow Lane and prevents this unit form forming a true corner
turning unit addressing both the spine road and proposed
footpath adjacent to Meadow Lane. The absence of side
windows from habitable rooms on the side elevation of Plot 33,
together with the arrangement of parking fails to maximise
surveillance over the Public Right of Way. The arrangement of
the entrance to Plot 1 forms a poor relationship with the road and
fails to successfully integrate with the Meadow Lane street
scene. It is for these reasons, the scheme fails to accord with the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Policies LP11, LP12 (parts
a, b, c, i,) and section 3.7 Building Form set out in Chapter 3 of
the Huntingdonshire Design Guide SPD 2017. Furthermore, the
proposed development is contrary to the requirements of Section
12 and paragraph 127 of the National Planning Policy
Framework.

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 Tracey Meachen Senior Development
Management Officer 01480 388554

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

DMAdmin
06 April 2020 15:10
Control, Development (Planning)
FW: Tracey Meachen- Planning Permission Consultation - Land North East Of 15
Meadow Lane Bury (ref 19/02271/FUL)

From: Parish Clerk <parish.clerk@buryparishcouncil.co.uk>
Sent: 06 April 2020 14:33
To: DMAdmin <Development.ManagementAdmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Tracey Meachen- Planning Permission Consultation - Land North East Of 15 Meadow Lane Bury (ref
19/02271/FUL)
Good afternoon Tracey
I hope you are well.
I have compiled a response from the Parish Councillors regarding the application 19/02271/FUL Land North East of
15 Meadow Lane, Bury. The overall majority of councillors felt after considering the Housing Needs Survey results,
access and benefits to the spatial area overall it was deemed a more sustainable location than the alternative site in
Bury, they were able to continue to support the application.
Regards
Charlotte Copley
Clerk and RFO
Bury Parish Council
* Please note new email address * parish.clerk@buryparishcouncil.co.uk
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This
message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail
if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended
recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited”

From: Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk <Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk>
Sent: 10 March 2020 15:12
To: Parish Clerk <parish.clerk@buryparishcouncil.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Land North East Of 15 Meadow Lane Bury (ref 19/02271/FUL)
Dear Parish Clerk,
Please find correspondence from Development Management at Huntingdonshire District Council attached to this
email in relation to the following application for planning permission.
1

Proposal: Residential development involving the erection of 38 dwellings, public open space provision, landscaping,
means of access and associated works.
Site Address: Land North East Of 15 Meadow Lane Bury
Reference: 19/02271/FUL
Opting out of email correspondence
-------------------------------------------------------We are continually striving to improve the service we deliver to our customers. As part of this we are now
contacting our customers by email where possible in an effort to provide a faster, more efficient service.
If you would prefer not to receive correspondence from us via email you have the right to opt out. If you wish to opt
out please contact us at the address provided below so that we can remove your email details from our records.
Keeping safe on the internet
--------------------------------------------You should never open a file attached to an email when you do not trust the sender's authenticity.
We will only contact you via email when you have already contacted us in relation to this specific application (or one
directly related to it) and provided your email address as a contact - we will not transfer your contact details
between unrelated applications.
If you have any doubts or concerns relating to this email please contact us directly, our contact details are provided
below.
Development Management
Huntingdonshire District Council
T: 01480 388388
E: dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk
Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient
and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution
or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived

2

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk
05 December 2019 14:07
DevelopmentControl
Comments for Planning Application 19/02271/FUL

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 2:06 PM on 05 Dec 2019 from Miss Charlotte Copley.

Application Summary
Address:

Land North East Of 15 Meadow Lane Bury

Proposal:

Residential development involving the erection of 38
dwellings, public open space provision, landscaping,
means of access and associated works.

Case Officer: Tracey Meachen
Click for further information

Customer Details
Name:

Miss Charlotte Copley

Email:

parish.clerk@buryparishcouncil.co.uk

Address:

37 Station Road, Ramsey, Huntingdon PE26 1JB

Comments Details
Commenter
Type:

Town or Parish Council

Stance:

Customer made comments in support of the Planning
Application

Reasons for
comment:
Comments:

Bury Parish Council met and considered the application
during full Council meeting on 4th December 2019. Five
Councillors voted in favour of the application, 1
Councillor against and 2 Councillors abstained from
voting. Therefore the majority vote was in favour of the
development.

1

Development Management Committee
Date Created: 24/04/2020

Application Ref: 19/02271/FUL
Location: Bury

© Crown copyright and database rights 2020
Ordnance Survey HDC 100022322

ANE
(T

RAC
K)

!

SLA
CK'S
L

o

Scale =1:2,500

THE

E
M

HIG
H

W
O
AD

NE
LA

STR
EET

L
HIL

ES

E
TAT

Key
Conservation Area
Listed Building
The Site

REV DATE

BY

REVISION NOTES

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY
C

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane, Bury, Ramsey,
Huntingdon,
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

Proposed Location Plan
DRAWN BY

SCALE

CWM
DATE

06/11/18

1:2500 @ A3

DWG. No.

REV.

17/80/101

GREY SLATE ROOF
4610

BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
2350

RED COLOURED BRICKWORK

Front Elevation

Side Elevation

Rear Elevation

Side Elevation

12668
5896

5896

Bathroom

Bathroom

600

8000

3300

Hall

3300

Hall

700

Linen

1300

1300

700

Linen

2150

3196

Kitchen
3996

Kitchen

1900

8000

Living/Dining Area

Bedroom

Bedroom

2946

2946

600

1900

3196

Living/Dining Area
3996

BUFF STONE CILLS

2150
REV DATE

FLOOR PLAN
469sq.ft.
Plot 1

Plot 2

BY

REVISION NOTES

B

06/02/20 NFM Revisions in accordance with urban design comments

A

09/10/19

NFM Facing brick colour revised

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY
C

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

Proposed Residential Development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

One Bed Semi. Bungalow
Floor Plan and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

01/10/19

2.0
REV.

17-80-114

B

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
6732

GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
4950

RED COLOURED BRICKWORK
GREY STONE CILLS

Front Elevation Plots 3 and 4

Side Elevation Plots 3 and 4

Rear Elevation Plots 3 and 4

Side Elevation Plots 3 and 4

Side Elevation Plots 17 and 18

Rear Elevation Plots 17 and 18

Side Elevation Plots 17 and 18

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
6732

GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
4950

RED COLOURED BRICKWORK
GREY STONE CILLS

Front Elevation Plots 17 and 18

4600

2650

1850

1200

Bedroom 3

Landing

Landing

Bedroom 2

3455

Bedroom 3

Dining Area

Kitchen

Cloaks

Cup`d.

Kitchen

Cup`d.

Dining Area

Cloaks
En Suite

En Suite

3800

Linen

Linen

REV DATE

Sitting Room

Hall

Hall

BY

REVISION NOTES

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY

3100

Sitting Room

Bathroom

2000

4200

10055

3855

Bedroom 2

Bedroom 1

Bathroom

C

Bedroom 1

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

2746

1754

2650

GROUND FLOOR PLAN
936sq.ft.
Plot 3 (Handed)
Plot 18

FIRST FLOOR PLAN
Plot 4 (Handed)
Plot 17

1850

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

Three Bed Semi. Design
Floor Plans and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

18/03/20

2.0
REV.

17-80-120

GREY SLATE ROOF
7890

BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
4950

RED COLOURED BRICKWORK
GREY STONE CILLS

Front Elevation Plots 5 to 8

Side Elevation Plots 5 to 8

Rear Elevation Plots 5 to 8

Side Elevation Plots 5 to 8

Side Elevation Plots 13 to 16

Rear Elevation Plots 13 to 16

Side Elevation Plots 13 to 16

GREY SLATE ROOF
7890

BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
4950

BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK
GREY STONE CILLS

Front Elevation Plots 13 to 16

4525

1700

2005

2420

Bathroom

Living/Dining Room

Living/Dining Room

468

4005

3460

Bathroom

Linen

Linen
Bedroom 2

Bedroom 2

1350

Landing

3768

8612

Landing

En-Suite

Hall

Hall

Cloaks

3000

Kitchen
Cloaks

C

REVISION NOTES

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

1774

1774

Kitchen

BY

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY

2031

En-Suite

REV DATE

Bedroom 1

905

3520

Bedroom 1

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

850

1200

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company

2275
9925

GROUND FLOOR PLAN
780sq.ft.
Plots 5-7-13-15

DRAWING TITLE

FIRST FLOOR PLAN

Two Bed Semi. Design
Floor Plans and Elevations
DRAWN BY

Plots 6-8-14-16

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

18/03/20

2.0
REV.

17-80-119

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
6732

GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
4950

RED COLOURED BRICKWORK
GREY STONE CILLS

Front Elevation Plots 9 and 10

Side Elevation Plots 9 and 10

Rear Elevation Plots 9 and 10

Side Elevation Plots 9 and 10

Side Elevation Plots 11 and 12

Rear Elevation Plots 11 and 12

Side Elevation Plots 11 and 12

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
6732

GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
4950

BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK
GREY STONE CILLS

Front Elevation Plots 11 and 12
4600

2650

1850

Bedroom 3

Landing

Landing

Bedroom 2

3455

Bedroom 3

Dining Area

Kitchen

1200

Cloaks

Kitchen

Cup`d.

Cup`d.

Dining Area

Cloaks
En Suite

En Suite

3800

Linen

Linen

REV DATE

Sitting Room

Hall

Hall

Bathroom

Bathroom

C

Bedroom 1

BY

REVISION NOTES

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY

3100

Sitting Room

2000

4200

10055

3855

Bedroom 2

Bedroom 1

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

2746

1754

2650
10075

GROUND FLOOR PLAN
936sq.ft.
Plots 9-11

FIRST FLOOR PLAN
Plots 10-12

1850

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

Three Bed Semi. Design
Floor Plans and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

18/03/20

2.0
REV.

17-80-121

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS

7250

GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK

4950

BUFF STONE CILLS

Front Elevation

Side Elevation

Rear Elevation

6396

2800

Side Elevation

600

2796

Bedroom 3

Bedroom 3

Bedroom 1

4510

3760

2660

Bedroom 1

Linen

2150

Linen

Bathroom

Landing

Landing

Bedroom 4

Bedroom 4

Bathroom

En-Suite

Hall

Sitting Room

Cloaks

Cloaks
Bedroom 2

3896

1200

1100

3500
13671

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

FIRST FLOOR PLAN

1236sq.ft.
Plot 20

Plot 19

2000

3100

Sitting Room

En-Suite

4286

4286

Hall

2936

2936

1836

9500

9500

1921

Bedroom 2

2796

REV DATE

BY

REVISION NOTES

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY
C

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

Four Bed Semi. Design
Floor Plans and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

18/03/20

2.0
REV.

17-80-123

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
7425

GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
WHITE RENDER

4950

BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK
BUFF STONE CILLS

Side Elevation

Front Elevation

7300

Side Elevation

Front Elevation

5125
4525

2875

600

3350

2420

2005

Bathroom

Linen
Bedroom 2

3686

Living/Dining Room

468

4005

2646

Dining/Family Area

3460

Bedroom 3
Kitchen

1700

804

7025

3768

Bathroom

Bedroom 1

1350

7000

8612

Landing

En-Suite

3650

2031

Cloaks
Hall
2610

Sitting Room

Landing

Hall
Bedroom 2

1774

1774

Cloaks

Bedroom 1

806
3445

3480
7300

REV DATE

3000

Kitchen

2275

1200

850

3575

5125

3350

3520

905

BY

REVISION NOTES

C

13/03/20 CWM Revisions in accordance with urban design comments

B

06/02/20

NFM Revisions in accordance with urban design comments

A

09/10/19

NFM Facing brick colour revised

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY
C

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

FIRST FLOOR PLAN

780sq.ft.

780sq.ft.

Plot 22

Plot 21

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

Two and Three Bed Semi. Design
Floor Plans and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

01/10/19

2.0
REV.

17-80-112

C

GREY SLATE ROOF

PLOT 25 WINDOWS
ONLY

7425

BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
5100

WHITE RENDER
BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK
BUFF STONE CILLS

Front Elevation

Side Elevation

3046

2750

600

Rear Elevation

3334

Side Elevation

3289

Bedroom 1

Bedroom 1

Kitchen

5896

7423

Kitchen

Hall

Hall

Landing

Living/Dining Room
470sq.ft.

Linen

Living/Dining Room
470sq.ft.

PLOT 25 WINDOW
ONLY

Bathroom
Bathroom

3646

2150

2373

4950

FIRST FLOOR PLAN
Plot 28 (Handed)

Plot 26 (Handed)

Plot 30

Plot 32

6500
3646

3412

7423

Bathroom

REV DATE

3646

1823

Linen

Living/Dining Room
472sq.ft.

BY

REVISION NOTES

C

18/03/20 CWM Revised in accordance with urban design comments

B

07/02/20 NFM Revised in accordance with urban design comments

A

09/10/19 NFM Facing brick colour revised

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY

472sq.ft.

6500

8023

Hall

Kitchen

Living/Dining Room

3046

1700

1025

2150

11410

Lobby

C

COPYRIGHT

Kitchen

Bathroom
Bedroom 1

890

1388

Bedroom 1

2750

Hall

2150

3700

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PLOT 25 WINDOW
ONLY

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

2750

3046
6500

1900
3412

1200

4123
7998

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

One Bedroom Flats
Floor Plan and Elevations
DRAWN BY

Plot 27 (Handed)

Plot 25 (Handed)

Plot 29

Plot 31

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

01/10/19

2.0
REV.

17-80-115

C

GREY SLATE ROOF
BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK

2355

4300

BUFF STONE CILLS

Front Elevation

Side Elevation

Rear Elevation

Side Elevation

23004
600

7164

Kitchen

Dining/Living Room

4454

3754

3100

Dining/Living Room

Kitchen

Bedroom 1

Bedroom 1

Linen

1900

9454

Linen
En-Suite

En-Suite
Hall

2246

Hall
Bathroom

Bathroom
REV DATE

REVISION NOTES

06/02/20 NFM Revisions in accordance with urban design comments

A

09/10/19 NFM Facing brick colour revised

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY

2054

3000

Bedroom 2

BY

B

Bedroom 3

Bedroom 3

Bedroom 2
C

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

3554

2400

2010

2800

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

6654

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

FLOOR PLAN

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company

944sq.ft.
Plots 34 - 36 - 38

Plots 33 - 35 - 37

DRAWING TITLE

Three Bed Semi. Bungalow
Floor Plan and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

01/10/19

2.0
REV.

17-80-116

B

2700

BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK

Front Elevation

Side Elevations

Rear Elevation

6532
3054

6110

6430

3054

DOUBLE GARAGE PLAN

2700

BLACK RAINWATER GOODS
GREY FASCIAS AND JOINERY
BUFF COLOURED BRICKWORK

Front Elevation

Side Elevations

Rear Elevation

3430

REV DATE

BY

B

07/02/20

NFM Revised in accordance with urban design comments

REVISION NOTES

A

09/10/19

NFM Facing brick colour revised

Suite 2, Clare Hall,
St Ives Business Park,
Parsons Green,
St Ives,
Cambs, PE27 4WY

6110

6430

3220

GARAGE DOOR ON
SIDE OF DWELLING

C

COPYRIGHT

Tel: 01480 494969
Email: enquiries@planningandarchitecture.co.uk
Web: www.planningandarchitecture.co.uk

PARTNERS
in PLANNING
and ARCHITECTURE

PROJECT

Proposed residential development off
Meadow Lane
Bury
Cambridgeshire
CLIENT

SINGLE GARAGE PLAN

Abbey Properties Cambridgeshire Ltd.
and The Ramsey Club Company
DRAWING TITLE

Garage Blocks
Floor Plans and Elevations
DRAWN BY

NFM
DATE

SCALE
0.5

1:50, 1:100 @ A1
1.0

DWG. No.

01/10/19

2.0
REV.

17-80-117

B

