
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 
COMMITTEE 20 JULY 2020 

Case No:    18/02603/FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
  
Proposal:    ERECTION OF 4 AFFORDABLE HOUSES 
  
Location:    LAND SOUTH OF 10 GREENFIELDS  ST IVES   
  
Applicant:    SD CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENTS 
  
Grid Ref:    530997   270141 
  
Date of Registration:   04.12.2018 
  
Parish:        FENSTANTON 

RECOMMENDATION  -  REFUSE 

This application is referred to the Development Management 
Committee (DMC) as it an application for which the Parish Council 
recommend approval and the officer recommendation is one of 
refusal. 

1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The site is in a residential area, which forms a large housing estate 

at the edge of St Ives, within the parish of Fenstanton. Access to 
the site is via an informal roadway off Greenfields, which gives 
access to the existing dwellings to the west of the application site.    
 

1.2 The application site, currently a vacant green plot, is situated 
between numbers 10 and 11 Greenfields. Land use in the area is 
predominantly residential. There is however, a large open field to 
the rear of the application site and along the eastern edge of 
Greenfields. 
 

1.3 Whilst the site falls within the administrative jurisdiction of 
Fenstanton Parish Council, geographically it has more of a 
connection to the built-up areas of St Ives and Hemingford Grey. 
The site is liable to flooding and classified as Flood Zone 3 (on a 
scale of 1 – 3, where 1 is ‘low probability’ and 3 is ‘high probability’) 
on the Environment Agency’s flood maps, the site is classified as 
Flood Zone 3a on the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(2017) (SFRA). 
 

1.4 Planning permission is sought for the erection of four affordable 
dwellings on the land located south of 10 Greenfields. 
 



1.5 A Flood Risk Assessment accompanies the application. This 
application follows several refused applications and subsequently 
dismissed appeals, for between two and five dwellings on the site. 

2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (19th February 2019) 

(NPPF 2019) sets out the three objectives - economic, social and 
environmental - of the planning system to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development. The NPPF 2019 at 
paragraph 10 provides as follows: 'So that sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development 
(paragraph 11).'  

 
2.2 The NPPF 2019 sets out the Government's planning policies for 

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

 
2.3 The National Design Guide (2019): 

* C1 - Understand and relate well to the site, its local and wider 
context 
* C2 - Value heritage, local history and culture 
* I1 - Respond to existing local character and identity  
* I2 - Well-designed, high quality and attractive 
* I3 - Create character and identity 
* B2 - Appropriate building types and forms 
* M3 - Well-considered parking, servicing and utilities 
infrastructure for all users 
* N1 – Provide high quality, green open spaces with a variety of 
local landscapes and activities, including play  
* N3 - Support rich and varied biodiversity 
* U2 – A mix of home tenses, types and sizes 
* H1 - Healthy, comfortable and safe internal and external 
environment 
* H2 - Well-related to external amenity and public spaces 
* H3 - Attention to detail: storage, waste, servicing and utilities 

2.4 Planning Practice Guidance 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 

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


• LP2: Strategy for Development 
• LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery 
• LP5: Flood Risk 
• LP6: Waste Water Management 
• LP7: Spatial Planning Areas 
• LP11: Design Context 
• LP12: Design Implementation 
• LP14: Amenity 
• LP15: Surface Water 
• LP16: Sustainable Travel 
• LP17: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
• LP24: Affordable Housing Provision 
• LP25: Housing Mix 
• LP30: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
• LP31: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows 
 

3.2 Supplementary Planning Documents / Guidance: 
 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (2017) 

• Developer Contributions SPD (2011) 
• Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment 

(2007) 
• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 2017 
• Huntingdonshire Tree Guidance Note 3 
• Annual Monitoring Report – Part 1 (Housing) 2019 (October 

2019) 
 

Local For full details visit the government website Local policies 

4. PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 17/00360/FUL – Erection of 5 dwellings: Refused – Appeal 

Dismissed 15.11.2018 
 
4.2 17/00361/FUL – Erection of four dwellings: Refused – Appeal 

Dismissed 15.11.2018 
 
4.3 17/02201/FUL – Erection of two dwellings: Refused 26.01.2018 
 
4.4 18/00440/FUL – Erection of two dwellings: Refused – Appeal 

Dismissed 15.11.2018 

5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Fenstanton Parish Council: Having looked at the flood data and 

engineering report the Parish Council continues to support this 
application. There appears to be no risk attached to the 
development that should be of concern. 

 

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


5.2 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways: No objections to that 
proposed - the access already serves a number of dwelling(s) but 
should be increased in size so as two cars can pass 
simultaneously at the junction with the highway. This increase 
should be 5m in width for a distance of 10m from the highway 
edge. 

 
5.3 HDC Landscape Team: From a straight trees and landscape point 

of view I have no objection to this. Please add a Hard and Soft 
Landscape condition to any future consent. 

 
5.4 HDC Operations: It would be worth mentioning that the residents 

of these new properties will have to bring their bins down to the 
main road for collection - which may be a trek but no.10 & 11 
Greenfields will currently have to do this. 

6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 Two representation comments have been received by Nos. 9 & 13 

Greenfields in objection to the proposed development. In 
summary, their concerns relate to: 

 
* This application follows dismissed appeals 
* Flood Zone 3 issue 
* Affordable houses should be considered in the same way for 
flood risk 
* Widening of road from 2.5 metres to 4.5 metres takes away 
private amenity land used by children 
* Increase in hardstanding leads to an increase in standing water 
* Potential damage to access roadway 

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 have provisions of the 
development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any 
other material considerations. This is reiterated within paragraph 
47 of the NPPF (2019). The development plan is defined in 
Section 38(3)(b) of the 2004 Act as “the development plan 
documents (taken as a whole) that have been adopted or 
approved in that area”. 

 
7.3 In Huntingdonshire the Development Plan consists of: 
 

*Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 (2019) 



*Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals and Waste 
Development Plan Core Strategy (2011) 

*St Neots Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2029 
*Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan 2017-2036 
*Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan (2018) 
*Huntingdon Neighbourhood Plan (2019) 

 
7.4 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 the 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, 
paragraph 2 confirms that it is a material consideration and 
significant weight is given to this in determining applications.  

 
7.5 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 the 
NPPF (2019), which indicate that planning permission should be 
granted. With this in mind, the report addresses the principal, 
important and controversial issues which are in this case: 

 
• Principle of Development 
• Flood Risk 
• Design, Visual Amenity and Impact upon the Character of 

the area 
• Impact upon Residential Amenity 
• Highway Safety, Parking Provision and Access 
• Ecology 
• Infrastructure Requirements & Planning Obligations 

 
Principle of development: 
 
7.6 Policy LP7 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 identifies 

this area of Fenstanton as within the St Ives Spatial Planning Area. 
A proposal which includes housing is supported where it is 
appropriately located within the built-up area of a Spatial Planning 
Area. 

 
7.7 The site is considered to be within the built-up area of the Spatial 

Planning Area and located in a sustainable location in terms of bus 
routes, walking and cycling distances with good access to a range 
of facilities, so the proposal can be supported on accessibility 
grounds. It is therefore considered that, insofar as the principle of 
development is concerned, the proposal meets the objectives of 
the NPPF. 

 



7.8 The proposal therefore accords with Policy LP7 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 and the NPPF (2019) in this 
regard. The principle of the development of four affordable 
dwellings within the built up area of the Spatial Planning Area is 
therefore supported in principle, subject to the development being 
in accordance with other relevant policies (assessment below). 

 
Flood Risk 
 
7.9 The site is located within Flood Zone 3 as identified by the 

Environment Agency’s Flood Maps for Planning and Flood Zone 
3a in the Council’s 2017 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). 

 
7.10 The NPPF (2019) in paragraphs 157 and 158 states that 

inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be 
avoided by directing development away from areas at the highest 
risk (whether existing or future). The PPG indicates that the aim is 
to ensure that areas at little or no risk of flooding from any source 
are developed in preference to areas at higher risk. The aim 
should be to keep development out of medium and high flood risk 
areas (Flood Zones 2 and 3) and other areas affected by other 
sources of flooding where possible. This approach is also reflected 
in the Cambridgeshire Flood and Water Supplementary Planning 
Document 2017. Where development is proposed in areas that are 
at the highest risk of flooding, the NPPF (2019) requires a 
sequential, risk-based, approach to the location of development, 
so as to avoid, where possible flood risk to people and property. 
This means that in seeking to locate new housing development, 
areas at the lowest risks of flooding (Flood Zone 1) should be 
considered first and only where there are no sites available in 
these lower risk areas should the higher risk areas be considered.  

 
7.11 Policy LP5 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan (HLP) to 2036 seeks 

to manage where development is located in relation to flood risks, 
so that only proposals that pass the sequential test and, if 
necessary, the exception test, will be supported.  

 
7.12 Within the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report 2019 – Part 1 

(Housing) it is indicated that the Council has a 5.59 year land 
supply. The overall delivery of housing in the district is currently 
robust against HLP requirements and the Council can therefore 
demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing land and therefore the 
policies for the supply of housing should be considered to be up 
to date.  A total of 4 affordable dwellings is proposed as part of this 
proposal, within the overall housing requirement the HLP also 
establishes the need for 7,900 affordable homes (316 dpa) over 
the plan period and delivery against this figure is considered to be 
more challenging.  Looking forward however, the Council’s policy 
to seek 40% affordable housing on large sites on sites in flood 
zone 1 (and subject to viability) is expected to deliver significant 
results.   

 



7.13 Policy LP28 of the Local Plan to 2036 has also introduced a 
proactive approach to encourage more affordable housing on rural 
exceptions sites. Policy LP28 does not restrict the number of 
houses which can be provided in an exception scheme nor limits 
the policy to the smaller settlements. Paragraph 7.45 of the Local 
Plan to 2036 makes clear such schemes can be outside the built-
up area of any settlement. This Policy could therefore be applied 
to large settlements within the District, including St Ives and 
encourages the delivery of affordable homes to meet an identified 
local affordable housing need. This policy is therefore anticipated 
to strongly assist the delivery of affordable housing within the 
district. Indeed, since the start of the HLP, eight rural exceptions 
schemes have been permitted where suitable sites have been 
identified.  As such, the Council considers the policies and 
allocations within the Local Plan to 2036 would enable the 
identified need for affordable homes within the District to be met 
during the plan period.   

 
7.14 The submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) demonstrates that, 

provided the flood defences are not breached, the site is in an area 
that is defended against a 1 in 100 year flood event. In the event 
that the defences are breached, the FRA demonstrates that the 
maximum likely water level at the site during a 1 in 100 year plus 
65% climate change event would be approximately 6.65m. 

 
7.15 The existing site grounds levels along the northern and southern 

boundaries are between 6.17m and 6.37m and the proposed 
finished floor level would be 6.95m, meaning that the maximum 
likely water level in the event of a breach would be below the 
proposed finished floor levels of the dwellings but above the level 
of the remainder of the site i.e. the site and safe access/egress 
would be flooded but the homes themselves would not. 

 
7.16 The proposal is to develop an area of vacant grassland within the 

St Ives Spatial Planning Area. A sequential test should address 
the availability of all potential sites within this area. In accordance 
with Part 4 of the Cambs Water SPD, this can be accepted as the 
geographical area over which the test should be applied in this 
case, rather than the entire Local Planning Authority area of 
Huntingdonshire. However, the developer has not identified all 
reasonably available sites that would meet the functional 
requirements of the application in question. 

 
7.17 As part of the sequential approach, the Developer should then 

compare the flood risks from all sources on all of the reasonably 
available sites to the original site to conclude whether there are 
any reasonably available sites, including a combination of sites, 
that have a lower flood risk. If the application site is not within 
Flood Zone 1, the application of the sequential test requires the 
conclusion to establish if are there any reasonably available sites 
in areas with lower probability of flooding that would be appropriate 
to the type of development proposed. 



 
7.18 The presence of existing defences should not be taken into 

consideration when undertaking the Sequential Test as stated 
within the NPPF (2019) and the SPD. The Council has also 
received a number of planning appeal decisions reinforcing this 
position.  

 
7.19 As part of the Local Plan Examination process, a number of Main 

Modifications were recommended by the Inspector including the 
removal of some proposed site allocations based on flood risk. 
The Inspector was concerned about flood risk and in removing 
some of the previous allocations was clear that an adequate 
supply of housing could be provided without these allocations.  

 
7.20    The NPPF 2019, within paragraph 159, makes reference to where 

it is not possible for development to be located in zones with a 
lower risk of flooding and mentioned that this will take into account 
wider sustainable development objectives. This Council considers 
that a regeneration project might be an example of a development 
of this type. It is considered that this site is not one that would be 
considered to be of merit in terms of regeneration of the site, albeit 
unused, and that meeting the identified need of this type of 
affordable housing would not benefit the community to such an 
extent to outweigh the flood risk harm.  

 
7.21 The Applicant contends that there are no sequentially preferable 

sites within St Ives to meet the identified local need for affordable 
homes for St Ives. Within the submitted information, evidence of 
the level of affordable housing need for St Ives and surrounding 
area has not been provided. Despite this, given the limited 
quantum of homes proposed, it is agreed that the local affordable 
housing need shall exceed the number of dwellings proposed, and 
therefore the proposal would go some way in meeting the local 
need. However, the submitted Flood Risk Assessment does not 
seek to identify any potential alternative sites that could be suitable 
to accommodate the proposed development for 4 dwellings; rather 
it notes that “There are few available sites for residential 
development in the area with the majority of land either being 
already developed or lying outside of existing settlement 
boundaries and unsuitable for development for a variety of 
planning reasons”. As such, whilst it is acknowledged that there is 
a local need for affordable housing within St Ives and the 
surrounding area which the proposal would make a limited 
contribution towards, it has not been demonstrated that there are 
no other suitable and available sites that could accommodate the 
quantum of dwellings proposed, on land at lower risk of flooding. 
The proposal therefore fails the Sequential Test for flood risk.   

 
7.22 It is considered that in applying the sequential test to this proposal, 

it has not been demonstrated that there are not reasonably 
available sites for this development elsewhere within the 
Fenstanton Parish and St Ives Spatial Planning Area, in areas that 



have a lower risk of flooding. It is officer opinion that there is likely 
to be other sites that would be reasonably available in this regard 
and therefore the proposed development would fail the sequential 
test required by the NPPF. 

 
7.23 The NPPF (2019) refers (paragraph 159) to a further test 

(exception test) that should be applied if it is not possible for 
development to be located in zones with a lower risk of flooding. 
The exceptions test requires that flood risk to people and property 
will be managed satisfactorily. It is not necessary to apply the 
exception test in this case as the proposal could be located 
elsewhere in areas that have a lower risk of flooding as detailed 
above.  

 
7.24 In this instance, the proposal relates to development of a 

greenfield site for the erection of four affordable dwellings. Whilst 
the provision of four affordable units would provide some social 
benefit in seeking to meet the need for affordable housing within 
the District, the housing needs of the District can and should be 
provided on sites with a lower risk (the combination of potential 
consequences as well as probability) of flooding than this site. The 
submitted Flood Risk Assessment mentions that planning 
permission for housing has been granted on sites nearby. 
However, the exact details of these schemes have not been 
submitted, therefore this argument cannot be afforded weight. The 
proposed development therefore fails the Sequential Test as set 
out in the NPPF (as the District’s housing need can be met by 
developments in areas at lower risk of flooding) and the Exception 
Test, as the development would not provide wider community 
benefits and may not be safe for its lifetime. 

 
7.25 The proposed development is considered to be contrary to the 

NPPF (2019) and is in conflict with Policies LP5 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 as it would lead to 
development being located on land which is at a high risk of 
flooding and would not facilitate a high quality of life for residents 
due to the flood risk. 

 
Design, Visual Amenity, and the Impact upon the Character of the 
area 
 
7.26   The currently undeveloped application site sits between Nos. 10 

and 11 Greenfields.  An access point is proposed between these 
two properties to serve the four proposed dwellings.  

 
7.27   The proposal has evolved from an original 5 dwelling scheme down 

to a two dwelling scheme and now four affordable dwellings are 
proposed comprising two pairs of semi-detached dwellings with 
associated parking.  
 

7.28   The proposed dwellings are proposed to be sited adjacent to, but 
set back from the existing properties a Nos 10 & 11 Greenfields.  



Due to their orientation and design it is considered that the 
proposed dwellings would accord with the general layout and grain 
of development within the area. 

 
7.29 The proposed development would  provide a degree of separation 

between the side elevations of the proposed dwellings and the 
side boundaries to Nos.10 and 11 Greenfields. A separation of 
approximately 6.5metres would be achieved between the dwelling 
at Plot 4 and the side boundary of No.10 and approximately 6.7 
metres from the dwelling to Plot 1 and the side boundary of No.11. 
The proposal, in this sense, broadly preserves the form and 
character of the street scene in terms of plot sizes, density and 
layout. 

 
7.30 In terms of design, the properties would be two storeys in height 

and would accord with the simple, flat fronted design of the existing 
adjacent dwellings. The finished floor levels of the proposed 
dwellings would need to be raised approximately 600mm above 
existing ground levels to take into account the risk of flooding. In 
turn,  this would raise the properties slightly higher than the 
neighbouring properties. However, when viewed in context, this 
variation in height would not have  a significant impact when 
viewed against the general street scene. 

 
7.31 The external materials proposed include Marley Interlocking roof 

tiles, Vandersanden Flemish antique facing bricks and light grey 
powder coated aluminium windows. The dwellings would therefore 
be similar in appearance to the neighbouring properties and as 
such, would appropriately respond to the area’s character and 
identity and would successfully integrate with adjoining buildings, 
routes and the topography. Construction of the development in 
accordance with the submitted materials details could be secured 
by condition, in the interest of visual amenity. 

 
7.32 The proposed access in between Nos.10 and 11 Greenfields, 

serving the four dwellings, would require the widening of the 
existing access road from Greenfields to 4.5 metres in width. It is 
noted from neighbour representations that the widening of the 
access road will take away approximately a 2 metre strip of land 
from the existing green space. It is considered, on balance, that 
the benefits of creating an access, outweighs the loss of this small 
piece of green space and the loss of this limited area of green 
space would not have a  significant detrimental impact upon the 
character and appearance of the area, and is therefore considered 
acceptable. 

 
7.33 It is considered that the proposed development would  accord with 

the character and appearance of dwellings in the locality and 
would sit harmoniously within the street scene. Furthermore, it is 
intended to use materials in keeping with the surrounding area to 
contribute to the character of the locality. It is considered that the 
scale, bulk and design of the development preserves the character 



and general appearance of the area in accordance with Policies 
LP11 and LP12 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036, the 
Huntingdonshire Design Guide SPD (2017), the National Design 
Guide and NPPF (2019) in this regard. 

 
Impact upon Residential Amenity 

7.34 The proposed dwellings are of a sympathetic design, scale, form 
and massing and would appear in character with the neighbouring 
properties. The dwellings would be positioned adjacent to Nos.10 
and 11 Greenfields, albeit set back into the plot. 

 
7.35 All four properties are considered to have reasonably sized 

gardens with adequate private amenity space and good levels of 
parking. Given the positioning of the proposed dwellings and 
separation distance to neighbouring properties, it is considered 
that the development will not have an unduly detrimental impact 
upon residential amenities by way of overbearing impact. 

7.36 Furthermore, given the scale, orientation and angles from 
proposed windows to existing neighbouring windows, roof pitch 
and the boundary treatments between the proposal and the 
neighbouring properties, it is deemed that the proposed 
development would not have significant impact upon the amenities 
of neighbouring properties as a result of overlooking, 
overshadowing or loss of light. 

7.37 In terms of detailed boundary treatments, precise details of 
boundary treatments and planting have not been provided and 
shall therefore be secured by condition. 

7.38 Overall, it is considered that the development will not lead to a 
significant loss of amenity to the adjoining properties. The 
proposal is considered to be in accordance with Policy LP14 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036, the Huntingdonshire Design 
Guide SPD (2017) and paragraph 127(f) of the NPPF (2019). 

Highway Safety, Parking Provision and Access 

7.39 Cambridgeshire County Council as the Local Highway Authority 
raise no objection to the principle of a shared access running 
between Nos. 10 and 11 Greenfields to serve the four dwellings 
proposed. CCC Highways advise that the access running along 
the front of numbers 11 to 14 Greenfields should be  widened to a 
width of 5 metres for a length of 10 metres; rather than to a width 
of 4.5 metres as shown on the submitted plans. This would require 
a greater amount of the open green space, the loss of which is 
subject to neighbour objection. This increase in width of the 



access road would enable two cars to pass simultaneously at the 
junction with the highway: in the interests of highway safety. 

 
7.40 Highway safety is of paramount importance. Based on the plans 

submitted, the application fails to demonstrate that satisfactory 
access width. However, it is considered that an increase in width 
to 5 metres for a length of 10 metres could be achieved within the 
red line indicated on the Location Plan and that a condition could 
be imposed to any approval decision to ensure adequate space is 
provided for  two cars to pass simultaneously at the junction with 
the highway, this requirement is considered to be necessary in the 
interests of highway safety. 

7.41 In terms of parking, the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 does 
not contain parking standards. However, Policy LP17 of the Local 
Plan to 2036 requires a clear justification for the space for vehicle 
movements and level of vehicle and cycle parking proposed will 
need to be provided taking account of:  

a. highway safety and access to and from the site; 
b. servicing requirements; 
c. the accessibility of the development to a wide range of services 
and facilities by public transport, cycling and walking; 
d. the needs of potential occupiers, users and visitors, now and in 
the future; 
e. the amenity of existing and future occupiers and users of the 
development and nearby property; and 
f. opportunities for shared provision, where locations and patterns 
of use allow this. 
 

7.42 It is shown on the submitted plans that a minimum of two parking 
spaces are proposed per dwelling. It is considered that there is 
sufficient parking space on the site for cars. However, no cycle 
storage has been identified as required by Policy LP17 of the Local 
Plan to 2036 and Huntingdonshire Design Guide (2017). As there 
appears to be sufficient space on the four plots, it is considered 
that details of one clearly identified secure and covered cycle 
space per bedroom could be secured by condition, such to accord 
with this policy and guidance. 

7.43 With regard the access and parking arrangements, it is considered 
that subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions relating to 
the access width, construction and drainage as well as cycle 
storage provision, adequate access and parking provision could 
be provided such that the proposed development would not be 
detrimental to highway safety, thus meeting the requirements of 
paragraph 109 of the NPPF 2019, policies LP16 and LP17 of 
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 and the Huntingdonshire 
Design Guide 2017. 

Ecology 



7.44 Policy LP30 of the Local Plan states a proposal will be required to 
demonstrate that all potential adverse impacts on biodiversity and 
geodiversity have been investigated and will ensure no net loss in 
biodiversity and provide a net gain where possible, through the 
planned retention, enhancement and creation of habitats and 
wildlife features, appropriate to the scale, type and location of 
development. 

7.45 The application does not contain any biodiversity information and 
the lack of detailed information suggests that these impacts have 
not been considered fully. Notwithstanding this, the site hosts a 
number of trees and bushes along the southern site boundary. The 
proposed development would potentially impact on these features 
and as such, a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal should have been 
provided to enable impacts on biodiversity to be investigate in 
accordance with Policy LP30 of the Local Plan to 2036. Policy 
LP30 of the Local Plan to 2036 also states that all proposals must 
also demonstrate no net loss in biodiversity and a net gain in 
biodiversity where possible, as also detailed within the NPPF 
(2019).  

7.46 In the absence of any supporting information relating to 
biodiversity, it is not possible to determine whether the 
development would achieve a net gain in biodiversity. The 
proposal is therefore contrary to Policy LP30 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036, Paragraphs 170 d) and 175 
a)  of the NPPF (2019) and N3 of the National Design Guide 
(2019). 

Water Efficiency 

7.47 Policy LP12 of the Local Plan to 2036 states that new dwellings 
must comply with the optional Building Regulation requirement for 
water efficiency set out in Approved Document G of the Building 
Regulations. A condition would be attached to any consent to 
ensure compliance with the above.  

Housing Mix and Accessible and Adaptable Homes 

7.48 Policy LP25 of the Local Plan states that proposals for new 
housing will be supported where they meet the optional Building 
Regulation requirement M4(2) ‘accessible and adaptable homes’ 
unless it can be demonstrated that site specific factors make this 
impractical or unviable. A condition would be attached to any 
consent to ensure compliance with the above. 

Infrastructure Requirements and Planning Obligations 

7.49 The Infrastructure Business Plan 2013/2014 (2013) was 
developed by the Growth and Infrastructure Group of the 



Huntingdonshire Local Strategic Partnership. It helps to identify 
the infrastructure needs arising from the development proposed to 
2036 through the Local Plan. 

 
7.50 Statutory tests set out in the Community Infrastructure 

Regulations 2010 (Regulation 122) require that S106 planning 
obligations must be: 
* Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms; 
* Directly related to the development; and 
* Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development 
 

7.51 Wheeled Bins - Unilateral Undertaking (UU): A  Unilateral 
Undertaking securing the provision of wheeled bins to serve the 
development has not been submitted. This is contrary to the 
requirements of Part H of the Developer Contributions 
Supplementary Planning Document (2011) and Policy LP4 of the 
Local Plan to 2036. 

 
7.52 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL): The development will be CIL 

liable in accordance with the Council's adopted charging schedule; 
CIL payments will cover footpaths and access, health, community 
facilities, libraries and lifelong learning and education. 

 

Conclusion and Planning Balance 

7.53 The NPPF has at its heart the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development (para 11) and requires the approval of development 
proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan 
without delay. The presumption in favour of sustainable 
development requires proposals to achieve economic, social and 
environmental gains; as such a balancing exercise has to be 
undertaken to weigh the benefits of the scheme against its 
disadvantages. When considered in the round, a development 
proposal would contribute to the economic, environmental and 
social dimensions of sustainability. 

7.54 Consideration has been given to the points previously made in this 
report but can be summarised as below: In terms of the economic 
and social dimensions of sustainable development, the proposal 
would contribute towards economic growth, including job creation 
– during the construction phase and in the longer term through the 
additional population assisting the local economy through 
spending on local services / facilities. There will also be Council 
Tax and New Homes Bonus receipts arising from the 
development.  The scheme would make a useful contribution to 
local housing requirements. Affordable housing in particular is 
much needed to provide for the large number residents in the 



district on the housing waiting list. These benefits taken together 
should be given moderate weight.   

7.55 In terms of the environmental dimension, whilst the visual impacts 
of the development are considered to be acceptable, the proposal 
would lead to the development of land liable to flooding for a ‘more 
vulnerable’ use. As such, the proposal fails to pass the Sequential 
and Exceptions Test with regards to flood risk, as there are other 
sites in the District at lower risk of flooding which could 
accommodate the number of affordable dwellings proposed.  In 
addition, the proposed development fails to demonstrate that no 
net loss, or even a net gain, in biodiversity would be achieved. 

7.56 Taking national and local planning policies into account, and 
having regard for all relevant material considerations, it is 
concluded that the proposed development is contrary to policy and 
not acceptable. The site is sequentially not suitable for the 
proposed development, other material considerations are not 
sufficient to outweigh the conflict with the development plan in 
terms of the significant flood risk harm and failure to demonstrate 
a net gain in biodiversity that have been identified.  

7.57 The proposed development is considered to be in conflict  with the 
Development Plan when taken as a whole and is not acceptable. 
There are no overriding material considerations that indicate that 
permission should be granted in this instance. 

8. RECOMMENDATION  - REFUSAL for the 
following reason(s) 

1. The proposal would result in development in an area at high risk 
of flooding contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, 
which seeks to locate development away from areas which are at 
the highest risk of flooding. This proposal fails the Sequential and 
Exceptions Test as set out in the  National Planning Policy 
Framework and is therefore contrary to LP5 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036, the Cambridgeshire Flood 
and Water SPD (2017) and Section 14 of the  National Planning 
Policy Framework (2019). 

2. Insufficient information has been provided within the application 
to demonstrate that all potential adverse impacts on biodiversity 
and geodiversity have been investigated and will ensure no net 
loss in biodiversity and provide a net gain where possible. The 
proposal therefore fails to comply with Policy LP30 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036, paragraphs 170d) and 175a) 
of the NPPF (2019) and the Natural England standing advice 
within the National Planning Practice Guidance. 

3. The application has failed to incorporate adequate provision for 
refuse (wheeled bins) by virtue of the failure to submit a Unilateral 



Undertaking Agreement for the provision of wheeled bins, contrary 
to the requirements of the Developer Contributions 
Supplementary Planning Document (2011) and Policy LP4 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036. 

 
CONTACT OFFICER: Enquiries about this report to Lewis Collins, 
Development Management Officer - 
lewis.collins@huntingdonshire.gov.uk 
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Sent: 15 January 2019 15:59

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/02603/FUL

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 3:58 PM on 15 Jan 2019 from Miss Annette Eggett.

Application Summary

Address: Land South Of 10 Greenfields St Ives 

Proposal: Erection of 4 affordable houses 

Case Officer: Peter Baish 

Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Miss Annette Eggett

Email: clerk@fenstantonparishcouncil.org.uk

Address: 2B New Road, St Ives PE27 5BG

Comments Details

Commenter 
Type:

Officer of the Council

Stance:
Customer made comments in support of the Planning 
Application

Reasons for 
comment:

Comments: Having looked at the flood data and engineering report 
the Parish Council continues to support this application. 
There appears to be no risk attached to the 
development that should be of concern
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