
 
TO:  ALL DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PANEL MEMBERS 
  
Dear Councillor, 
 
 DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PANEL– 21 October 2013 
 
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 
 
Item 5 
Up to 290,000sqm of employment floor space, including data storage and a 
materials recovery demonstration centre and up to 5000 dwellings, including 
sheltered/extra care accommodation; a mixed use hub and mixed use 
neighbourhood facilities, including retail, commercial, leisure, health, place of 
worship and community uses; non-residential institutions including primary 
schools, nurseries, a secondary school and land reserved for post 16 education 
provision; open spaces, woodlands and sports provision; retention of listed 
buildings; new vehicular access points from Ermine Street and the A141, with 
other new non-vehicular access points; associated infrastructure; reserve site 
for a railway station and ancillary uses; and associated demolition and 
groundworks.  
Alconbury Airfield, Ermine Street, Little Stukeley, PE28 4WX 
 

The S106 negotiation process is not concluded and must properly address 
issues of phasing of delivery of infrastructure and a S106 review mechanism. 
The recommendation at the end of the report is for the Assistant Director, 
Environment, Growth and Planning to report back to the Panel with details of 
the negotiations together with suggested matters to be the subject of conditions. 
It is anticipated that the process for determination of the remaining issues and 
the final decision on this planning application will be: (See next page) 



 
 
The District Council’s S106 Advisory Group considered the scheme on Monday 14 
October and the report of that meeting is included as an attachment to the email.  
 
Item 6  
Five affordable bungalows and provision of public path and fire tender 
manoeuvring space 
Land South East Of McCartney House, Mowlands, Godmanchester 
 
Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue: Confirm a new fire hydrant is required.  
 
HDC Building Control: Approved Document M asks for access from the dwellings to 
the edge on the site. In this instance that would be from the access off Roman Way. A 
second path in front of the existing houses is not required. 
 
3rd Party: Query if a pathway would be included outside numbers 77,76 & 75 Roman 
Way to comply with Approved Document M  ‘access to and use of buildings’ so 
residents of these properties can safely access and egress from their properties 
without having to do so directly onto a roadway.  
 
 

Development Management Panel to address 

planning issues with recommendation to support 

subject to S106, and that S106 negotiations 

continue to conclusion 
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Communities and Local Government 

S106 Advisory Group with 

S106 package 
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approve (including S106) must refer to Full 

Council 

S106 Advisory Group 

Full Council; if minded to approved must refer to 
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Summary  
 
There is no proposal to amend the layout to relocate the existing path, which is 
outside the applicant’s control, from the west to the east side of the access. The 
applicants propose to remove the fence at the end of the existing path to connect the 
main body of the site to the existing path.  
The proposed layout is acceptable to HDC Transportation and Building Control. 
 
The new fire hydrant can be secured by condition. 
 
Item 7(b) 
Land adjacent to White Roses, 17 Sawtry Road. Detached dwelling 

                      
Attached to the email are proposed elevations and site location plan which were 
missing from the Agenda.   
 
An additional consultation response has been received from the Middle Level 
Commissioners (MLC) who are engineering consultants to the Conington and Holme 
Internal Drainage Board. The response advises that the applicant has not provided 
adequate evidence to prove that a viable scheme for appropriate flood risk/water level 
management that meets current design standards exists and therefore further 
information should be provided to the Council in this regard.  
 
The application form advises that soakaways are to be used on site and the 
comments of the MLC are noted. A condition requiring surface water run-off details to 
be submitted was suggested within the Officer report to prevent surface water run-off 
onto the adjacent public highway; this condition can be worded to require surface 
water details for the whole site and not just with regards to protecting flows onto the 
public highway.   
 
The Officer recommendation therefore remains one of approval.  
 
Item 7(c) 
Change of use from A2 (offices) to residential to form six, one bedroom flats 
 2 Bridge Place, Godmanchester,PE29 2AD 
 
Consultation Response received from Highways Agency, they offer no objection.  
 
Item 7 (g) 
Replacement of Planning Permission 1001258REP for erection of dwelling and 
garage (outline) Land North West Of 5, Hatchet Lane, Stonely 

 
Comments of the Parish Council 
1301241 Land NW of 5 Hatchet Lane, Stonely - renewal of permission. 
This Council has consistently opposed this proposal and sees no reason to change. 
Accordingly, refusal is recommended. 
 
Previous comments of the Parish Council have recommended refusal on this site in 
respect of access.  These were recently emailed to the Case Officer from Kimbolton 
Parish Clerk and have been copied for ease of reference below: 



 
1001258REP  Land NW 5 Hatchet Lane, Stonely – replacement of approval. 
It was noted that this application was recommended for refusal by this Council when 
applied for in 2007 and it was therefore proposed by Councillor Mrs Hellett, seconded 
by Councillor Gooderham and agreed to again recommend refusal. 
 
0702144OUT which was for means of access, which we refused because "the property 
already has two entrances and the area concerned could be accessed from the 
existing access". 
  
0701133OUT which was also in respect of a means of access for 2 dwellings. "During 
discussion it was determined that this was not simply a 'means of access' but was, in 
fact, an application for the erection of two dwellings.  It was thought that, in the position 
proposed, it was not infilling and refusal was recommended" 

 
 

Yours sincerely, 

  
Steve Ingram 
Assistant Director Environment, Growth and Planning  
 


