
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE           19 MARCH   2018 
 
 
Case No: 17/00254/FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  PARTIAL DEMOLITION OF THE OLD PAVILION AND 

PROVISION OF A NEW EXTENSION AND THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE 
WITH ASSOCIATED ACCESS AND SOFT AND HARD 
LANDSCAPING. 

 
Location:  THE OLD PAVILION COMMON LANE  HEMINGFORD 

ABBOTS  PE28 9AN 
  
Applicant:  MR & MRS GREATOREX 
 
Grid Ref: 527857   270945 
 
Date of Registration:   14.02.2017 
 
Parish:   HEMINGFORD ABBOTS 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -   APPROVE 
         
The Hemingford Abbots Parish Council recommends approval of the 
application.  The reasons for reporting this application to the 
Development Management Committee (DMC) are twofold: 
 
* This application is for a new dwelling in open countryside proposed 
under paragraph 55 of the NPPF, the proposal is a Departure from the 
Development Plan and as such, in line with the scheme of delegation, 
must be referred to DMC for a final decision; and  
* The Head of Service has used his discretion and referred the 
application to DMC due to the sensitive nature of the site and 
surrounding area (being adjacent to a listed building and in a 
conservation area), and in light of the fact that the application is 
submitted under Paragraph 55 (exceptional design or truly innovative in 
nature) of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The application site (red line boundary) is located to the south of 

Common Lane. The site is located within the Hemingford Abbots 
Conservation Area and forms part of the historical parkland setting of 
Hemingford Park House (not part of application site), but a Grade II* 
Listed building, and located approximately 230m to the west.  

 
1.2 The Old Pavilion building (which forms part of the application site – its 

location indicated in blue on the location map below) is a Grade II 
Listed building. It is located in the south western section of the site, 
and was built in 1897.  When it was first built it formed part of the 
neighbouring Hemingford Park House estate, with the pavilion 
arranged so that the principle frontage and viewing terrace faced the 
cricket pitch, which was located to the south (now located within the 
ownership of the manor house). The Old Pavilion has since been sold 
off and new boundary planting and fencing has been introduced in 



front (to the west) of the pavilion, thereby separating it from its historic 
context with Hemingford Park House. Below is a site plan showing 
the red line extent of the site in context with surrounding properties.  
The location of Hemingford Park (not shown on map) is indicated in 
shaded green: 

 

  
1.3 In terms of the wider surrounding area, the character is best 

described as sparsely developed due to the fact that Hemingford 
Abbotts developed slowly from the Middle Ages, and new 
development during that period was normally contained within a 
traditional settlement pattern. After about 1950 some peripheral 
housing estates were developed (more so in Hemingford Grey than 
Hemingford Abbots), and that departed from the traditional 
development pattern.  The significant open space to the west of 
Common Lane gives a distinctive settlement edge to Hemingford 
Abbotts.  The proposed development will not affect this distinctive 
settlement edge (being located to the south of Common Lane).  The 
site is located significantly to the south of the River Ouse, and as a 
result, is located in Flood Zone 1 (low risk of flooding). 

       
 Below is a summary of the proposed development: 
       
 The Old Pavilion 
 
1.4 The application proposes the removal of the modern extensions to 

the Old Pavilion building, revealing more of the original building and 
reinstating the original building profile.  The lost residential floorspace 
is re-provided within a modern, single storey extension with 
basement, to be located to the south of the Pavilion.   

 
1.5 A new entrance lobby is created which links the Old Pavilion with the 

new extension.  The new extension is designed to be distinctly 
different and subservient to the original Pavilion building.  The 
extension is designed to respect and reflect the Pavilion heritage, 
specifically the cricket heritage, and its historical links with 
Hemingford Park to the west.   



 
1.6 The Pavilion building retains residential floorspace, providing the 

living room and formal dining room and two bedrooms.  Within the 
new extension a new open plan kitchen, family dining and living room 
area is created at ground floor with two bedrooms at basement level, 
looking out into a sunken courtyard.  At ground floor the elevations 
are designed to invoke images of white wooden cricket screens with 
lightweight glazed areas below, looking out onto the sunken 
courtyard.   

 
1.7 The outside pool will be removed and replaced with more sympathetic 

landscaping, which is designed as part of the site wide landscape 
architecture.  The current formal gardens are also removed as part of 
the proposals.   

 
1.8 The proposed extension to the west of the Pavilion aims to reinstate 

the lost visual link between the Old Pavilion and Hemingford Park, 
particularly on the approach road, an important part of the history of 
the two buildings and the Conservation Area.   

 
1.9 Below are two images, one showing the Old Pavilion with existing, 

unsympathetic extensions in place, and below it the proposed Old 
Pavilion with new, modern extension: 

 
 Existing: 

 
 

Proposed: 

 
 
 The New House (referred to as ‘Landard House’ in this report) 
 
1.10 The scheme and the design evolution is described in detail in the 

Design and Access Statement submitted by the applicant, but in 



summary the new house, to be located in a central, slightly eastern 
part of the site,  is proposed to provide a new 5 bedroom private 
house set within landscaped gardens.   

 
1.11 The proposed new house is designed as an integral element of the 

landscape art.  The existing access to the site is retained with the 
new house accessed from a spur from the internal access road.  
When arriving at the entrance of the house, car parking is provided 
within the newly created landscaped mound.  The house is entered 
from a port created under the cantilevered floating roof of the house.  
The rear courtyard and the majority of the new house are only 
revealed upon arrival (due to the landscaped mound proposed).   

 
1.12 On entering the house at lower ground level, an internal stairscase 

and lift will provide access to the main living area, whilst the ground 
floor provides guest bedrooms and a home study.  This space is 
characterised by glass walls offering views to the sculpted landscape 
and planting beyond and the curved roof which is lined with wood. 

  
1.13 At first floor the main living area is provided as one open space 

providing kitchen, dining and living room accommodation.  Stairs 
down to the ground floor provide the main bedroom accommodation 
and access to the pool.   

 
1.14 Throughout initial pre-app stages and the application stage, the 

Applicant has stressed the importance of the house design and 
landscape art, hence the submission under paragraph 55 of the 
NPPF. The proposal also includes a public viewing platform which will 
be located in amongst existing trees, and will be available for viewing 
by the general public, free of charge, on four weekends during a 12 
month period (four weekends a year).  Below is a Computer 
Generated Image of the Proposed new dwelling as seen from the 
east: 

 
 Landard House: 

 
 
1.15 The proposed use falls under Class C3 (residential) of the Town and 

Country Planning Act (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) (for 
purposes of CIL). 

 
 
 



2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) sets out the three 

dimensions to sustainable development - an economic role, a social 
role and an environmental role - the Framework sets out the 
Government's planning policies for: building a strong, competitive 
economy; ensuring the vitality of town centres; supporting a 
prosperous rural economy; promoting sustainable transport; 
supporting high quality communications infrastructure; delivering a 
wide choice of high quality homes; requiring good design; promoting 
healthy communities; protecting Green Belt land; meeting the 
challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change; conserving 
and enhancing the natural environment; conserving and enhancing 
the historic environment; and facilitating the sustainable use of 
minerals.  Particularly relevant to this application is paragraph 55 of 
the NPPF which states: 

 
2.2 To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should 

be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural 
communities. For example, where there are groups of smaller 
settlements, development in one village may support services in a 
village nearby. Local planning authorities should avoid new isolated 
homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances 
such as: 

o the essential need for a rural worker to live permanently at or 
near their place of work in the countryside; or  

o where such development would represent the optimal viable 
use of a heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling 
development to secure the future of heritage assets; or  

o where the development would re-use redundant or disused 
buildings and lead to an enhancement to the immediate 
setting; or  

o the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design of 
the dwelling. Such a design should:  

 
o be truly outstanding or innovative, helping to raise standards 

of design more generally in rural areas;  
 
o reflect the highest standards in architecture;  

 
o significantly enhance its immediate setting; and  

 
o be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.  

 
2.3 It is the last part of Para 55 which applies in this case. Para 55 

provides some criteria by which to assess the quality and innovative 
nature of a proposed development. The design not only has to be:  

 
‘…truly outstanding or innovative…’ but should reflect the highest 
standards that would help raise design in rural areas, and enhance 
the setting of the development whilst being sensitive to the character 
of the locality. 

 
For full details visit the government website   
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-
and-local-government   
 

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


3. PLANNING POLICIES 
 
3.1 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) 

* En2: “Listed buildings” 
* En5: "Conservation area character"  
* En6: "Design standards in conservation areas"  
* En9: “Open spaces in conservation areas” 
* En18: "Protection for countryside features"  
* EN20: Landscaping Scheme 
* EN25: General Design Criteria 
* H31: Residential Amenity and Privacy Standards 
* H32: Sub-division of Large Curtilages 
* T18: Access Requirements for New Development 

 
3.2 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations 

(2002) 
* HL5: Quality and Density of Development 
* HL10: Housing Provision 

 
3.3 Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (2009) 
* CS1: Sustainable Development in Huntingdonshire 
* CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy  
* CS10: Contributions to Infrastructure Requirements  

 
3.4 Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036:  Proposed Submission 2017 

* LP1: Amount of Development  
* LP2: Strategy for Development  
* LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery 
* LP10: Small Settlement 
* LP11: The Countryside 
* LP12: Design Context 
* LP13: Design Implementation  
* LP15: Amenity 
* LP16: Surface Water 
* LP17: Sustainable Travel 
* LP18: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
* LP32: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
* LP33: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows 
* LP35: Rural Buildings 
* LP36: Heritage Assets and their settings 
* LP37: Renewable and Low Carbon energy 

 
3.5 Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 

was approved for publication at the Council meeting on the 13th 
December 2017.  In view of the advancing stage of the Plan and the 
consistency of its policies with those in the National Planning Policy 
Framework, the policies in Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017 should be afforded significant weight.    

 
3.6 Housing Supply Policies –  

In order to satisfy the requirements of the NPPF to boost housing 
supply the Council must demonstrate an up-to-date five year supply 
of deliverable housing sites to meet its objectively assessed need, 
with an additional buffer to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land; this requirement is set out in paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF.  Due to under delivery in recent years the buffer to be applied 



for the District is 20%. The December 2017 Annual Monitoring 
Review applies the 20% buffer and demonstrates that the Council has 
a five year supply of housing land.   

 
3.7 The Development Plan policies relevant to the supply of housing 

(En17 and H23 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (HLP) and CS2 
and CS3 of the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy (HCS)) were set 
against a lower Objectively Assessed Need figure such that strict 
application of these policies would result in failure to achieve the 
objectively assessed housing need figure that the Council currently 
has identified as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2036. These 
policies are therefore no longer fully up-to-date or consistent with the 
NPPF and, at this time and until the Council adopts the Local Plan to 
2036 with up-to-date policies, the ‘tilted balance’ as set out within the 
4th bullet point of para. 14 is engaged. For decision-taking this means 
granting permission in instances where the Development Plan is 
absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date unless any adverse 
impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 
(having regard to the Framework policies taken as a whole), or 
specific polices of the Framework indicate development should be 
restricted. 

 
3.8 Supplementary Planning Documents: 

* Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document 
2017 
* LDF Developer Contributions SPD 2011 
* Huntingdonshire Townscape and Landscape Assessment SPD 
2007 
* Huntingdonshire Tree Guidance Note 3 
* December 2017 Annual Monitoring Review regarding housing land 
supply.  

 
Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk   
 
4. PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 The Old Pavilion was converted to a house in early 1990’s and Grade 

II listed in 1993.  The site has an extensive planning history:- 
 

* 8001278FUL – Planning application for the use of cricket pavilion as 
a dwelling was refused. 
* 8101412OUT – Planning application for the alterations to the 
Pavilion used as store to provide private residence was withdrawn. 
* 8301296FUL – Proposal for a change of use from storage to 
residential was refused. 
* 8400698FUL – Proposal for an extension and change of use to 
weekend retreat was granted planning permission. 
* 9100547FUL – An application for the change of use of the building 
to a dwelling was approved. 
* 9700571FUL – Planning application for the extension of the building 
to form a dwelling was approved. 
* 9700572LBC – An accompanying application for listed building 
consent was approved. 
* 9801134FUL – Planning application for the retention of ancillary 
residential accommodation was approved. 
* 0100968FUL – Planning application for the construction of a tennis 
court and surrounding fencing was approved. 

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


* 0704047FUL – A proposal for alterations to the existing residential 
annexe was approved. 
* 1102159FUL - Planning application refused for kitchen, family room, 
garage and bedroom extension. Appeal dismissed – 
APP/H0520/A/12/2175862. 
* 102160FUL - Accompanying Listed Building consent application 
refused for kitchen, family room, garage and bedroom extension. 
Appeal dismissed –APP/H0520/E/12/2175871. 
* 1200820FUL - Planning application refused for breakfast, family 
room and bedroom extension. Appeal dismissed – 
APP/H0520/A/12/2180311. 
* 1102160FUL - Accompanying Listed Building consent application 
refused for breakfast, family room and extension. Appeal dismissed –
APP/H0520/E/12/2180310. 
* 1301244FUL – Planning application for family room extension and 
associated Listed Building application 1301245LBC refused and 
appeal dismissed APP/H0520/A/13/2207564. 

 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Hemingford Abbots Parish Council - Original Consultation (March 

2017): Hemingford Abbots Parish Council recommend approval as 
the proposed plan ensures the conservation of the grade 2 listed 
building and the scheme for the new build has merit. 

 
 Re-consultation (Jan 2018):  No further comments 
 
  
5.2 Historic England - comments can be summarised as follows: 

Having considered the revised plans we are satisfied that the design 
revisions have addressed our concerns. We are now of the view that 
the proposals would not cause harm to the significance of the setting 
of the grade II* listed Hemingford Park house, to the setting of the 
grade II listed Old Pavilion or to the Hemingford Abbots Conservation 
Area as a result of their impact.  Historic England have no objections 
to the proposals on heritage grounds. 

 
Officer Comments: Historic England’s detailed comments are 
included in the green papers. 

 
5.3 Natural England - has no comments to make on this application.   

Natural England has not assessed this application for impacts on 
protected species.  Natural England has published Standing Advice 
which you can use to assess impacts on protected species or you 
may wish to consult your own ecology services for advice.  
Natural England and the Forestry Commission have also published 
standing advice on ancient woodland and veteran trees which you 
can use to assess any impacts on ancient woodland. 
The lack of comment from Natural England does not imply that there 
are no impacts on the natural environment, but only that the 
application is not likely to result in significant impacts on statutory 
designated nature conservation sites or landscapes.  It is for the local 
planning authority to determine whether or not this application is 
consistent with national and local policies on the natural 
environment.  Other bodies and individuals may be able to provide 
information and advice on the environmental value of this site and the 
impacts of the proposal to assist the decision making process. We 



advise LPAs to obtain specialist ecological or other environmental 
advice when determining the environmental impacts of development. 

 
Officer Response: An assessment on the impact on ecology is 
available in the main body of the report. 

 
5.4 Design Review Panel (DRP) - During the lifetime of the application, 

on two occasions the scheme was presented by the project architects 
and planners to an independent DRP.  Following the first DRP, which 
took place in March 2016 (and initial comments from HDC 
Conservation, Urban Design and Landscaping), the scheme was 
amended to address the comments and concerns raised by the 
various parties mentioned above.  A second DRP took place on site 
in the Old Pavilion (on the 6 December 2017) where the revised 
scheme was presented in detail (to both the DRP and HDC officers). 
Following the subsequent DRP the feedback from the Panel is very 
positive and each member of the Panel’s comments are included in 
the Green Papers. 

  
Officer Response: The DRP findings are broadly reflective of HDC 
officers’ findings and recommendation, and further details are 
available in the ‘Assessment’ section below. 

 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 A total of 5 representations received from surrounding or nearby 

neighbours, 3 objecting and 2 in support.  The Material Planning 
considerations raised in the objections include, but are not limited to: 
* Proposal will result in increase in noise, and viewing tower will result 
in harmful overlooking 
* New dwelling will be imposing and out of keeping with surrounding 
development, and out of character with conservation area 
* Flood related concerns, specifically an increase in surface water 
flooding due to the mound and furrows proposed in the landscaping 
proposals 
* Objection to plans which would lead to a development of the 
property for business purposes because of the probability of 
increased disturbance 

 
Officer Response: The issues raised above have been addressed in 
the main body of the report. 

 
6.2 The comments in support can be summarised as follows: 

*Applaud this planning request and fully support this. This will be a 
wonderful development for the village and will enhance the 
environment. Plans look stunning and it is an excellent planning 
application 
*The applicant also made representation clarifying that no separate 
business ever operated on, or from the site, other than an ancillary 
home office. 

 
Officer Response: The LPA has no records of any complaints 
received in relation to business activities on site. There is no Planning 
Enforcement history to suggest that a business was ever run from the 
site/buildings on site. 

 
 



7. ASSESSMENT  
 
7.1 The report addresses the principal, important and controversial issues 

which are in this case:  
 

• The principle of development; 
  -Outstanding and Innovative Architecture 

• Housing Provision 
• The impact the design may have on the historic assets and 

the character of the area; 
• The impact on the amenity of neighbours 
• Accessibility, parking and the impact on highway safety; 
• Ecology and Biodiversity  
• Surface water flooding 
• Archaeology 
• Section 106 Legal Agreement and Community Infrastructure 

Levy 
• Other Issues 

 
 
 The Principle of Development 
 
7.2 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. 

 
7.3 In terms of local policy, Policy CS3 of the 2009 Core Strategy 

identifies Hemingford Abbotts as a small settlement in which 
residential infilling may be appropriate within the built up area. 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 
identifies Hemingford Abbotts as a Smaller Settlement where housing 
development will be supported where it is appropriately located within 
the built-up area. 

 
7.4 As mentioned, the site is located outside the built up area of 

Hemingford Abbotts, as such, the principle of a new dwelling in this 
location is not supported by local Development Plan policies.  The 
proposal is therefore a Departure from the Development Plan, and 
has been advertised as such. 

 
7.5 However the application is submitted for consideration under 

paragraph 55 of the NPPF which refers to sustainable housing 
development in the countryside.  

  
7.6 Para 55 seeks to promote sustainable development in rural areas, it 

states housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain 
the vitality of rural communities. For example, where there are groups 
of smaller settlements, development in one village may support 
services in a village nearby. Local planning authorities should avoid 
new isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special 
circumstances such as: 

 
 



7.7 the exceptional quality or innovative nature of the design of the 
dwelling. Such a design should:  
– be truly outstanding or innovative, helping to raise standards of 
design more generally in rural areas;  

 – reflect the highest standards in architecture;  
 – significantly enhance its immediate setting; and  
 – be sensitive to the defining characteristics of the local area.  
 
7.8 The applicant submits that the combination of building architecture 

with landscape art is innovative in its approach and is of the opinion 
that the resulting scheme is outstanding in its design. An assessment 
of the proposal under the same heading follows below: 

 
 Outstanding and Innovative Architecture 
 
7.9 A detailed assessment of the proposal under the various sub-

headings is available below with each member of the DRP comments’ 
included as Green Papers. However in terms of the principle of 
development, the proposal forms a successful collaboration between 
architecture and artwork and is considered to be both innovative and 
outstanding for the following reasons (summarised):  
* Both the house and landscape artwork have been developed 
together as a single response - the shape, form and structure of the 
new house have been driven by the design of the external landscape; 
likewise the design of the external landscape has been driven by the 
design of the house;  
* As a result, the scheme as a whole is considered to be an 
outstanding piece of artwork in as much as it is outstanding and 
innovative architecture;  
* The changes to the Old Pavilion are considered to be a noteworthy 
improvement over the current situation and provides significant public 
benefits; 
* Likewise, the integration of buildings and landscape is a key 
element of good place making as required by both the NPPF and 
HDC Design Guide;  
* It is considered that the scheme successfully integrates both the 
architecture and landscape artwork into one cohesive scheme and 
therefore meets the very high bar as set out in the second part of 
paragraph 55 of the NPPF.  

 
7.10 Notwithstanding the above, due to the sensitive location of the site 

and the fact that a building on site is a heritage asset (Grade II Listed 
Building), officers are duty bound to assess the design and impact of 
the proposal as a whole on the heritage assets – a detailed 
assessment on impact on heritage assets are below the next section. 

 
 Housing Provision 
 
7.11 With regards to the Council’s housing supply position, the December 

2017 Annual Monitoring Review applies the 20% buffer and 
demonstrates that the Council has a five year supply of housing land. 

 
7.12 The policies relevant to the supply of housing (En17 and H23 of the 

Huntingdonshire Local Plan (HLP) and CS2 and CS3 of the 
Huntingdonshire Core Strategy (HCS)) were set against a lower 
Objectively Assessed Need figure. Therefore strict application of 
these policies would result in failure to achieve the objectively 



assessed housing need figure that the Council currently has identified 
as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2036, and these policies taken 
in isolation could be considered not to be up-to-date.  Policies H23, 
En17 and CS3 also have environmental objectives which are all firmly 
aimed at protecting the environment and landscape character. Core 
principles of the NPPF are to recognise the intrinsic character and 
beauty of the countryside and differing roles and character of the 
areas whilst supporting local communities in rural areas.  

 
7.13 The NPPF therefore has a slightly more positive approach to 

development in the countryside than the restrictive development plan 
policies on housing. Furthermore, an overall aim of the NPPF is to 
significantly boost housing supply.  As such there is an inconsistency 
with policies H23, En17 and CS3, and the thrust of the NPPF. In 
accordance with paragraph 215 of the NPPF the weight to be given to 
these policies should be reduced. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF requires 
that where relevant policies are out of date, permission should be 
granted unless 'any adverse impact of doing so would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in this framework taken as a whole: or specific policies 
indicate development should be restricted.' 

 
 Design and impact on the historic assets 
 
7.14 The Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) act 1990 

requires local planning authorities to pay special regard to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance 
of the conservation area. 

 
7.15 One of the main aims of the 2012 National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) is to encourage and create good quality designs; 
it acknowledges in the foreword that confidence in development itself 
has been eroded by too frequent experience of mediocrity. At 
Paragraph 58 the guidance states planning policies and decisions 
should aim to ensure developments respond to local character and 
history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials, 
while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation. 
Paragraph 60 states that planning policies and decisions should not 
attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they 
should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through 
unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development 
forms or styles. It is however proper to seek to promote or reinforce 
local distinctiveness. Para. 63 continues this theme with great weight 
given to outstanding or innovative designs which help raise the 
standard of design more generally in the area. 

 
7.16 Local plan policy EN6 broadly continues this theme – In conservation 

areas the district council will require high standards of design with 
careful consideration being given to the scale and form of 
development within the area and the use of sympathetic materials. 
Policy LP12 of the emerging Local Plan 2017 states that a proposal 
will be supported where it is demonstrated that it responds positively 
to its context and creates a distinctive and high quality design. Policy 
LP36 of the emerging Local Plan document makes it clear that 
considerable weight should be given to the avoidance of harm to the 
significance of heritage assets and their setting. 

 



7.17 In general design terms, the Huntingdonshire Design Guide, including 
Policies En25 of the Local Plan 1995; HL5 and HL6 of the Local Plan 
Alteration 2002; CS1 of the Core Strategy 2009, and LP12 and 13 of 
the emerging Local Plan 2017 all encourage high quality design, and 
these policies and are also considered to be consistent with the 
NPPF. 

 
 Old Pavilion: 
 
7.18 As mentioned earlier in this report, amended plans were received 

during the lifetime of the application, making changes to, amongst 
other things, the listed Old Pavilion. These changes, and the 
acceptability of the alterations and extensions to the listed Old 
Pavilion can be summarised as follows: 
 * The removal of the existing extensions and freestanding structures 
attached, and around the Old Pavilion is supported as is it allows the 
significance of the pavilion to be better revealed.  
* The Extension has now been re orientated by 90 degrees to the 
Pavilion, it now forms a similar footprint and orientation to the existing 
two storey annex building but is considerably lower.  
* The driveway and boundary in front of the pavilion has been setback 
further north, away from the pavilion. The orientation of the ha-ha has 
been adjusted so if defers to the pavilion where it is in front of the 
pavilion (ditch is on the Landart House side of the sunken wall) and 
shifts further along its length so that it appears on the opposite side of 
the wall.  
* The revised design of the timber cladding proposed on the front 
(southeast) elevation of the pavilion - the amendments also alter the 
design and orientation of the Old Pavilion extension so that it now 
resembles the footprint and orientation of the existing extension. This 
amendment is supported, the smaller footprint and shorter ‘gable’ 
elevation is less intrusive adjacent to the massing of the Old Pavilion 
(AVR View C), views from the approach road will be focused towards 
the original Pavilion rather than the side extension. These changes 
are highly successful and better reveal the historic significance of the 
Old Pavilion building. 
* There is a lack of technical information detailing the specific design 
of the new extension and the way it is physically attached to the 
historic fabric of the pavilion, although much of this can be addressed 
through conditions listed below. 

 
7.19 Overall, the alterations and extensions proposed to the Old Pavilion 

are considered to be acceptable, they will better reveal the historic 
significance of the Old Pavilion building and will result in public 
benefits, which are welcomed. 

 
 Landard House: 
 
7.20 Amendments received during the lifetime of the application have 

reduced the overall height of the Landart House by lowering the 
building within the landscape (roof height reduced from approximately 
7.7m to 5.9m above existing ground levels), the roof now projects 
between 1.5m-1.8m above the Landart mound creating a more 
sensitive response to site – as shown in AVR View D (from the Old 
Pavilion) and View F (from the access road) where only the top of the 
white stained roof will be visible. It is considered that these 
amendments have reduced the dominance of the new dwelling within 



the wider landscape and improved the relationship with the Old 
Pavilion.   

 
7.21 Notwithstanding this, officers still have concerns about the 

appearance of the white stained roof cladding, particularly in terms of 
its colour, finish, durability and how it would weather. Samples of this 
cladding and its final treatment and colour can be submitted as part of 
a condition (requesting material samples). The use of copper for the 
top section of the roof is supported, with time the copper will weather 
to an organic green/brown and will therefore compliment the 
landscape proposals.  

 
7.22 Earlier application drawings reviewed in September 2017 showed the 

central earth mound at +3.5m (above grade) whilst the later plans 
show the mound at +4.5m. These differences are as a result of the 
whole site sloping by approximately a metre across its width and 
length – the overall height remains unchanged on the site sections. 
The heights now shown on the amended Site Plan (CP001-P300(D) 
have since been updated to reflect the more accurate heights above 
AOD levels.  Notwithstanding this, more information relating to the 
site levels and angle of the earth mounds needs to be provided as 
part of landscaping conditions to ensure the landscaping proposals 
are implemented in accordance with approved details and prior to 
occupation.  

 
7.23 Ultimately and critically, the long terms success of the Landart House, 

and indeed the entire architectural and artistic project will be 
dependent on the investment and skill of those maintaining this fragile 
living artwork. The cutting of the grasses to create the ridge and 
furrows art work could be easily undermined by poor management, 
maintenance and lack of investment. Robust conditions and a S106 
agreement are therefore necessary, reasonable and relevant to 
ensure the protection and ongoing maintenance of the living artwork 
in perpetuity.  

 
7.24 The Landart ridge and furrow treatment extends across the ha-ha to 

the Old Pavilion Gardens and lavender fields to the south and west. 
The landscape management and maintenance conditions in 
conjunction with the Section 106 legal agreement will ensure the 
protection of the Landart even if the two sites are eventually in 
different ownership.  

 
7.25 Fundamentally, a significant part of the justification for this proposal, 

outside the built up area is down to the unique and artistic nature of 
the living landscaping proposals.  This application can only be 
supported if sufficient control can be exercised over the development 
and its appearance for a minimum of 25 years. The landscape and its 
delivery is crucial to the design of this development and is essential to 
avoiding harm to the conservation area and setting of the listed 
building. A robust section 106 legal agreement is required which will 
cover both the Landart house and the former Old Pavilion and will be 
enforceable regardless of any potential changes of ownership. 
Without this agreement to secure this level of quality, Officers cannot 
support this proposal – and this will be reflected in the ultimate 
recommendation in section 8 below. 

 



7.26 Subject to the conditions recommended in section 8 below, and a 
section 106 legal agreement, it is considered that the proposed 
development is in accordance with policies En2, En5, En6 and En25 
of the Local Plan 1995, and policies LP1, LP12 and LP36 of the Local 
Plan Proposed Submission 2017, and policies in the NPPF which 
encourage innovative high quality designs while preserving and 
enhancing the historic assets.   

 
 The impact on the amenity of neighbours 
 
7.27 Local plan policies and the NPPF seek to ensure development does 

not have an unacceptable impact upon residential amenity for both 
existing and future occupiers. Overlooking, overbearing, loss of light 
have been considered in the assessment of this application.  

 
7.28 The listed Old Pavilion building is relatively isolated (in the context of 

the site) and located some distance from its nearest neighbours. In 
addition, the scheme proposes the demolition of the white shed on 
the approach track.  Officers agree that the demolition of this building 
will be an improvement to the outlook of the closest properties which 
back onto the site and an improvement to the setting of the Pavilion.  

  
7.29 It is considered that the new house has been designed with 

neighbouring properties in mind, both residential neighbours that back 
onto the site and Hemingford House which looks onto the site.  The 
proposed first floor accommodation (Landard House) will be located 
20m from the closest neighbour boundary and 60m from the closest 
habitable room window with many trees between. 

   
7.30 The public viewing tower will be located 200m from the rear of the 

closest residential properties and will only be used on public open 
days (four weekends a year).  The viewing tower will be located in 
amongst existing trees to minimise its visual impact, and viewing will 
be directed towards the new house and associated landscape art.  
Full details of the viewing tower will be secured by condition.   

 
7.31 In light of the above, it is considered that the proposed development 

is in accordance with relevant residential amenity policies. 
 
 Accessibility, parking and the impact on highway safety 
 
7.32 Relevant National and local planning policy relating to transport and 

access promotes sustainable development which should give priority 
to pedestrian and cycle movements, have access to high quality 
public transport initiatives, create safe and secure layouts and 
minimising journey times.  

 
7.33 Paragraph 32 of the NPF states that where developments generate 

significant amounts of movement, decisions should take account of 
whether opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been 
taken up, safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all 
people and improvements can be undertaken within the transport 
network that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the 
development. It goes on to state that development should only be 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe.  

 



7.34 The existing access onto the public highway is not amended through 
the proposals and the introduction of one additional house is not, in 
any way, considered to result in severe cumulative impacts on 
highways safety.    

 
7.35 There will be sufficient space in the proposed garage of Landard 

House, and indeed in the re-configured Old Pavilion to provide secure 
cycle parking. 

 
7.36 Residential waste and recycling will continue to be collected from 

Common Lane. The application is accompanied by a satisfactory 
completed unilateral undertaking for the provision of wheeled bins in 
accordance with the Developer Contributions SPD (2011). 

 
7.37 HDC Transportation also raises no objection to the proposal. In light 

of the above, it is considered that the proposed development I 
acceptable from a highways safety perspective and in accordance 
with the relevant policies. 

 
 Ecology, Biodiversity and Trees 
 
7.38 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that ‘the planning system should 

contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in 
biodiversity where possible.’ Local Plan policy En22 requires 
appropriate account to be taken of nature and wildlife conservation 
and policy LP32 of the Local Plan to 2036 Proposed Submission 
2017 aim 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.  

 
7.39 The submitted ecology survey finds that there is very little of 

ecological value on the site – officers have no evidence of their own 
to dispute this.  The survey was undertaken on 22 June 2016. 
Habitats found on site during the survey included woodland, scattered 
trees, amenity grassland, introduced shrub and buildings with 
associated bare ground and hard standing. As part of the scoping 
element of the ecological appraisal, the site was found to have the 
potential to support bats, reptiles and nesting birds.  The large sheds 
on the entrance driveway, marked on the provided vision statement to 
be demolished, were noted to have features which provided potential 
for roosting bats and emergence/re-entry survey for bats is 
recommended prior to commencement of demolition to ensure that 
they are not in use by roosting bats – this will be a condition should 
planning permission be granted. 

 
7.40 In addition, the woodland and scattered trees on site are also 

considered to provide suitable foraging habitat for bats. None of these 
habitats will be lost under the current development proposal, and so 
provided this remains the case and none of these habitats are 
excessively lit during construction as a result of the proposed 
development (to be covered by CEMP condition), no further action 
with regards to foraging bats is considered necessary in sofar as the 
retained woodland and scattered trees around the site are concerned. 

 



7.41 Ecological enhancements are proposed as part of the scheme with 
the introduction of new native species, over 1km of native hedgerow 
planting and an ecological pond.  New planting of willows and poplars 
will benefit a wide range of wildlife; in particular the leaves of many 
willows provide the staple diet for more lepidopteran caterpillars than 
any other British tree except the oak. 

 
7.42 In terms of tress, the landscape design proposes to retain nearly all 

the existing trees on site, with the woodland areas carefully cleared of 
dead trees.  

 
7.43 The proposed new drive to the Old Pavilion will require permission for 

the removal of 2 dead Scots Pines, 1 non-native conifer and 1 young 
beech tree. The drive will be laid on a no-dig Cellweb Tree Root 
Protection cellular confinement system in order to minimize 
disturbance to existing tree roots. The remnant overgrown shrubbery 
on the north boundary will be selectively thinned to allow the fine 
specimen tree room to grow to maturity, while still maintaining 
screening for the neighbouring properties. All the other trees on site 
will be retained protected during the works according to BS 
5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction. 

 
7.44 In light of the above, it is considered that the proposed development 

is acceptable from a Trees, Ecology and Biodiversity perspective in 
accordance with relevant policies. 

 
 Archaeology  
 
7.45 Officers agreed that information obtained by the Applicant within the 

Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Record (HER), supplemented 
by historic mapping, shows that the Site has been relatively 
undeveloped, right up until the present day. It is considered that 
truncation of any surviving archaeological deposits will largely have 
been caused by shallow ground disturbance caused by the 
landscaping of Hemingford Park, subsequent nursery activity and the 
lawn creation for the Old Pavilion grounds. There is a little potential 
for the survival of significant prehistoric remains, and a low potential 
for the survival of significant Roman remains. Any surviving medieval 
remains are likely to be agricultural in character and therefore not of 
particular significance.  

 
7.46 Post-medieval remains of Hemingford Park may survive along the 

western and southern periphery of the site and are considered to be 
of low significance. 

 
7.47 The submitted Archaeological Desk Based Assessment concludes 

that the site has a negligible potential to contain significant 
archaeological deposits from the prehistoric and medieval periods 
and a low potential for significant archaeological features from the 
Roman and post-medieval periods. As such, the proposed 
development is not considered to harm the significance of the 
identified archaeological heritage assets and is therefore in 
accordance with the NPPF and policy En13 of the Local Plan 1995, 
policy CS1 of the Core Strategy 2009, policy LP36 of the emerging 
Local Plan. 

 
  



 Developer Contributions and/or Community Infrastructure Levy 
 
7.48 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 

 
7.49 S106 Obligations are intended to make development acceptable 

which would otherwise be unacceptable in planning terms.  The 
following heads of terms have been agreed with the Applicant: 

 
o Step in powers for Local Authority (LA) in the event that the 

landscaping is not maintained to the requirements of ‘the 
scheme’ (meaning the approved condition), and failing 
corrective action being taken by the Owner within a certain 
notice period to be agreed, powers for LA to carry out the 
works in default and recharge the owner for the cost of any 
corrective work from specialist landscaping contractors.  

 
o There will be a Notice period under which LA can exercise 

their step and works in default  in powers – to be negotiated 
 

o The s106 will say that the landscaping scheme as approved 
on the entire site (ie the red line boundary around the 
perimeter of site), should be maintained for a minimum of 25 
years, and the site as a whole will be registrable as a local 
land charge against the relevant land title number. 

 
o Standard Residential Wheeled bins (UU) 

 
o To pay the Councils legal fees in the preparation of the 

agreement 
 
 Owners Obligation 
 
7.50 To allow access at no cost to the public access to the viewing tower 

on four weekends during a 12 month period for the lifetime of the 
‘scheme’ (and reasonable notice to be given by interested members 
of the public, a website to register interest etc.).  Access to the 
viewing tower should be at no cost to the public otherwise it is not a 
public benefit but an owner benefit. 

 
 Other Issues 
 
7.51 Surface water flooding as a result of the mound and furrows 

proposed: 
 
7.52 The application proposal is located within Flood Zone 1 on both the 

Council’s 2017 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) Maps and 
also on the Environment Agencies (EA) SFRA maps. This 
development therefore requires no application of the Sequential Test, 
given its location within Flood Zone 1. Notwithstanding, it is 
appreciated that the objectors concerns are around surface water 
flooding as a result of the mound and furrows proposed. 



 
7.53 Approved Document H - Drainage and Waste Disposal (2015 edition) 
 supporting Part H of Schedule 1 to the Building Regulations 2010 
 provides guidance on the management and design of surface water 
 drainage systems. Building Control Regulation procedures, whether 
 they are provided through the Council or an external provider 
 incorporates a process including the provision of satisfactory surface 

water drainage arrangements and in this situation may include the 
need for drains or ditches in certain areas close to the perimeter of 
the site, as such there is a need for an appropriately worded planning 
condition to secure a surface water drainage scheme prior to 
commencement of works. The condition will specify that the design of 
a drainage system shall follow the hierarchy of preference for different 
types of surface water drainage system as set out at paragraph 3(3) 
of Approved Document H of the Building Regulations. 

 
 Planning Balance and Conclusion 
 
7.54 The NPPF has at its heart the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. To be sustainable, development must, as noted in 
paragraph 6 of the NPPF, strike a satisfactory balance between the 
economic, environmental and social considerations.  

 
7.55 In terms of the environmental and social dimensions of sustainable 

development, the scheme will meet the very high bar set out in 
paragraph 55 of the NPPF (proposals that are exceptional in design 
or truly innovative in nature) for the reasons set out in this report. 
Also, the visual impacts of the development, especially the 
improvements to the Old Pavilion are considered to be positive in 
view of the existing buildings and new landscaping is proposed. The 
proposal will also provide one additional market unit however this 
benefit is given limited weight in light of fact that the Council can 
demonstrate a five year supply of housing land, it is a benefit 
nevertheless.  

 
7.56 In terms of the economic dimension of sustainable development, the 

proposal would contribute towards economic growth only insofar as 
job creation during the construction phase is concerned, and in the 
longer term through the additional spending of one household on 
local services / facilities. These economic benefits are given limited 
weight. 

 
7.57 Having fully assessed all three dimensions of sustainable 

development; economic, environmental and social within this report it 
is concluded that the development of this site will: -  

 
- Preserve and enhance both the character and appearance of a 
Grade II Listed Building.  
- Provide an overall design and landscaping proposals that are truly 
outstanding and innovative 
- Provide public benefits through the improvements to the listed 
building and free access to the general public four weekends a year 
- Not cause significant detrimental impact to residential amenity 
- Provide acceptable parking provision 
- Maximise opportunities for use of public transport, walking and 
cycling 
- Manage flood risk and drainage effectively 



- Have no significant adverse impacts on features of landscape or 
ecological value 
- Provide appropriate infrastructure to meet the needs generated by 
the development through wheeled bin provision 

 
7.58 For these reasons, the proposal is considered to constitute 

sustainable development and accords with the Development Plan. 
There are no overriding material considerations that indicate that 
permission should not be granted in this instance and the application 
is therefore recommended for approval subject to the stated section 
106 legal agreement and planning conditions.  

 
8. RECOMMENDATION  - APPROVAL subject to a 

S.106 planning obligation which secure the terms outlined in the 
Developer Contributions and/or Community Infrastructure Levy’ 
section of this report, and conditions to include the following:  

  
• Time limit 
• Strictly In accordance with approved plans 

 
 Landart House  
 

• Detailed Materials condition  
• Architectural details  

 
 Viewing tower  
 

• Materials (cladding, roofing, doors, windows etc.) 
• Details of projecting balcony – including screens and soffits.     

 
 Old Pavilion Extension 
 

• A detailed schedule of work which details the proposed repair 
of the fabric of the pavilion  

• A detailed schedule of work and drawings detailing the 
proposed works  

• Details of proposed floorscape around the building  
• Details and material samples of new extension 
• A detailed plan showing the removal of existing structures  
• Details shall be submitted of the design and materials of the 

proposed Haha  
• Constructional details of the proposed glass structure linking 

the existing pavilion with the new structure  
• Details of the proposed concrete courtyard wall 
• Details including horizontal and vertical cross sections of new 

windows with associated frames and brickwork reveals  
• Details, including location and design of any external flues 

vents extracts or service cabinets  
• Details of the proposed copper clad roof to the extension 
• Details of the drainage of the proposed roof including details 

of any proposed guttering or downpipes. 
• Programme for the demolition works 
• Details of the proposed engineering works to create the 

sunken courtyard and details of any works to safeguard the 
stability of the pavilion 



• No structural works shall be undertaken to the building until a 
comprehensive structural report has been submitted  

 
 Site Wide Conditions  
 

• Hard and soft landscape treatment  
• Landscape maintenance schedule  
• External lighting   
• Public access 4 weekends per year  
• Surface Water Drainage scheme 
• Existing and proposed site levels  
• Details of the proposed garage, including samples of the roof 

and boarding materials  
 

• A condition ensuring the removal of existing features and 
buildings proposed to be removed, these feature and buildings 
include (and may not be limited to): 

        -Removal of the existing garden in front of the pavilion  
        -Removal of the tennis court and reinstatement of lawn 
        -Removal of office building and enclosure 
        -Removal of any fencing within wider site 
 

• Retention of architect for build 
• Development in accordance with Arboricultural report 
• Condition works to Old Pavilion to take place 
• Emergence/re-entry survey for bats 

 
OR 
 
REFUSAL in the event that the section 106 legal agreement referred to 
above has not been completed and the applicant is unwilling to agree to 
an extended period for determination, or on the grounds that the 
applicant is unwilling to complete the section 106 legal agreement 
necessary to make the development acceptable. 
 
If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an audio 
version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to accommodate 
your needs. 
 
CONTACT OFFICER: 
Enquiries about this report to Jacob Jaarsma Planning Services Manager 
(Development Management) 01480 388402 
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Sent: 02 March 2018 10:16

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00254/FUL

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

Comments were submitted at 10:15 AM on 02 Mar 2018 from Mrs Carole Pollock.

Application Summary

Address:
The Old Pavilion Common Lane Hemingford Abbots 
Huntingdon PE28 9AN 

Proposal:

Partial demolition of the Old Pavilion and provision of a 
new extension and the construction of a new single 
family house with associated access and soft and hard 
landscaping. 

Case Officer: Jacob Jaarsma 

Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Carole Pollock

Email: parishclerk.hapc@btinternet.com

Address:
5 Gore Tree Road, Hemingford Grey, Cambridgeshire 
PE28 9BP

Comments Details

Commenter 
Type:

Town or Parish Council

Stance:
Customer made comments in support of the 
Planning Application

Reasons for 
comment:

Comments: Hemingford Abbots Parish Council agreed to make 
no further comments on this application
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Sent: 12 January 2018 13:33

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00254/FUL

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

Comments were submitted at 1:32 PM on 12 Jan 2018 from Mrs Carole Pollock.

Application Summary

Address:
The Old Pavilion Common Lane Hemingford Abbots 
Huntingdon PE28 9AN 

Proposal:

Partial demolition of the Old Pavilion and provision of a 
new extension and the construction of a new single 
family house with associated access and soft and hard 
landscaping. 

Case Officer: Jacob Jaarsma 

Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Carole Pollock

Email: parishclerk.hapc@btinternet.com

Address:
5 Gore Tree Road, Hemingford Grey, Cambridgeshire 
PE28 9BP

Comments Details

Commenter 
Type:

Town or Parish Council

Stance:
Customer made comments neither objecting to or 
supporting the Planning Application

Reasons for 
comment:

Comments: Hemingford Abbots Parish Council resolved to make 
no further comments on this application.
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Sent: 04 October 2017 12:26

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00254/FUL

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

Comments were submitted at 12:25 PM on 04 Oct 2017 from Mrs Carole Pollock.

Application Summary

Address:
The Old Pavilion Common Lane Hemingford Abbots 
Huntingdon PE28 9AN 

Proposal:

Partial demolition of the Old Pavilion and provision of a 
new extension and the construction of a new single 
family house with associated access and soft and hard 
landscaping. 

Case Officer: Jacob Jaarsma 

Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Carole Pollock

Email: parishclerk.hapc@btinternet.com

Address:
5 Gore Tree Road, Hemingford Grey, Cambridgeshire 
PE28 9BP

Comments Details

Commenter 
Type:

Town or Parish Council

Stance:
Customer made comments in support of the Planning 
Application

Reasons for 
comment:

Comments: Hemingford Abbots Parish Council recommend approval 
as the proposed plan ensures the conservation of the 
grade 2 listed building and the scheme for the new 
build has merit.
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: developmentcontrol@huntsdc.gov.uk

Sent: 29 March 2017 21:54

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 17/00254/FUL

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

Comments were submitted at 9:53 PM on 29 Mar 2017 from Mrs Carole Pollock.

Application Summary

Address:
The Old Pavilion Common Lane Hemingford Abbots 
Huntingdon PE28 9AN 

Proposal:

Partial demolition of the Old Pavilion and provision of a 
new extension and the construction of a new single 
family house with associated access and soft and hard 
landscaping. 

Case Officer: Linda Walker 

Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Carole Pollock

Email: parishclerk.hapc@btinternet.com

Address:
5 Gore Tree Road, Hemingford Grey, Cambridgeshire 
PE28 9BP

Comments Details

Commenter 
Type:

Town or Parish Council

Stance:
Customer made comments in support of the Planning 
Application

Reasons for 
comment:

Comments: Hemingford Abbots Parish Council recommend approval 
as the proposed plan ensures the conservation of the 
grade 2 listed building and the scheme for the new 
build has merit.
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Holly Mitchell

From: Alex Robinson <alex.robinson@landscapeagency.co.uk>
Sent: 18 December 2017 19:20
To: Holly Mitchell; davidkirkland09@gmail.com; Pierre d'Avoine Architects 

(pierre@davoine.net)
Cc: 'Hugh Cullum' (hugh@hughcullum.com); Kate Whiteford 

(kate.whiteford@me.com); Jonathan Bell (jb@jonathanbellstudio.com); Liane 
Greatorex; Neil Greatorex

Subject: RE: Land Art House, The Old Pavilion

Dear Holly 
 
It was good to meet at The Old Pavilion and thank you for the draft DRP minutes. 
 
I’m happy to support the minutes and would like to include additional supporting information within the following 
bullets: 
 
5. 
There were discussions around boundary treatments and it was suggested that in addition to the proposed 1km indigenous 
hedge, there could be further buffer areas created at the boundaries of the site which could provide greater opportunities 
for habitat creation, increased biodiversity and a softer integration of the fluid landform within the context of the 
site. Buffers could include the possible extension of the orchard planting into the landscape west of the primary 
drive to soften the setting and screen views of agricultural buildings located on neighbouring land. 
 
9. 
DK asked about residential requirements, eg garage storage etc and advised that the scheme must provide enough space. AR 
advised that a landscape waste area and maintenance strategy should also be planned to deal with compost from the site. 
The existing storage and garden waste area will be maintained and it would be prudent to integrate the existing 
secondary service access to the rear of the shrubbery to provide access to the compost and potential maintenance 
area. 
 
22. (Additional bullet) 
Within the landscape information which supports the planning submission it is recommended referencing the 
horticultural past uses of the site. There is a strong and confident planting proposal which is integral to the 
experience and quality of this P55 application, in some respects this is a contemporary interpretation and 
embellishment of a historic site use. 
 
23. (Additional bullet) 
AR recommends that a discreet glimpse or small visual reference is provided of Hemingford House (Holly could you 
confirm this is the correct name) as a nod to the historic context of The Old Pavilion. 
 
As a summary, thank you to the design team and client for collectively developing a P55 scheme which significantly 
enhances the landscape setting and meets the criteria for P55. 
 
Best wishes and good luck with the forthcoming stages of this project. 
 
 
Kind regards 

Alex Robinson CMLI 
Managing Director 
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THE	  OLD	  PAVILION	  	  
	  
NOTE	  OF	  DESIGN	  REVIEW	  PANEL	  MEETING	  	  
	  

	  
Date	  of	  Meeting:	  	   	   24th	  March	  2016	  

Time	  of	  Meeting:	   	   09.00	  

Location	  of	  Meeting:	   	   The	  Old	  Pavilion,	  Hemingford	  Abbots	  

The	  Design	  Review	  Panel	  :	   David	  Kirkland	  	  (DK	  )	   	   -‐	   Kirkland	  Fraser	  Moor	  	  
	   	   	   	   	   Eleanor	  Houldcroft	  (EH)	   	   -‐	   The	  Landscape	  Agency	  
	   	   	   	   Pierre	  d’Avoine	  (PdA)	   	   -‐	   Pierre	  d'Avoine	  Architects	  
	  
Also	  in	  Attendance:	   	   Hugh	  Cullum	  (HC)	   	   -‐	  	   Hugh	  Cullum	  Architects	  
	   	   	   	   	   Kate	  Whiteford	  (KW)	   	   -‐	  	   Landscape	  Artist	  
	   	   	   	   	   Linda	  Walker	  	   	   	   -‐	   Hunts	  DC	  
	   	   	   	   	   Liane	  Greatorex	   	   	   -‐	   Client	  
	   	   	   	   	   Neil	  Greatorex	  	   	   	   -‐	   Client	  
	   	   	   	   	   Giles	  Woodcock	   	   	   -‐	   Hugh	  Cullum	  Architects	  
	   	   	   	   	   Holly	  Mitchell	  	   	   	   -‐	  	   Simply	  Planning	  	  
	  
Circulation	  	   	   	   Jon	  Lowe	  	   	   	   -‐	  	   Heritage	  collective	  
	   	   	   	   	   Jonnie	  Bell	   	   	   -‐	   Jonathan	  Bell	  Studio	  
	  

The	  meeting	  started	  with	  a	  site	  visit	  where	  the	  scheme	  was	  laid	  out	  in	  cones	  to	  demonstrate	  position	  and	  scale.	  

1. The	  scheme	  was	  introduced	  by	  HC	  with	  a	  short	  presentation	  by	  HC	  and	  KW.	  	  	  

2. PdA	  questioned	  the	  intention	  of	  the	  two	  buildings	  on	  site	  and	  their	  interaction.	  	  HC	  confirmed	  that	  is	  it	  likely	  that	  
the	   extension	   to	   the	  pavilion	   and	   the	  new	  house	  would	   be	   read	   as	   ‘brothers’	   in	   terms	  of	   their	   shared	  design	  

language,	   the	  materials	   chosen	   and	   the	   use	   of	   a	   parterre.	   It	   was	   emphasised	   that	   the	   house	   is	   not	   yet	   fully	  
designed	   and	   that	   the	   use	   of	   materials	   will	   be	   investigated	   and	   more	   detailed	   proposals	   will	   emerge	   as	   the	  

project	  develops.	  

3. EH	   commented	   that	   the	   views	   and	   visibility	   of	   the	  whole	   concept	   is	   important	   and	   in	   this	   regard	   the	   viewing	  
towner	  becomes	  a	  key	  component.	  	  KW	  agreed	  and	  stated	  that	  the	  viewing	  point	  will,	  to	  some	  extent,	  be	  the	  key	  

to	   the	   shape	   of	   the	   scheme	   and	   how	   it	   is	   viewed	   with	   shadows	   cast.	   	   HC	   stressed	   that	   further	  modelling	   is	  
required.	  	  PdA	  noted	  a	  tradition	  of	  ‘marking	  points’	  to	  set	  up	  a	  landscape	  strategy	  citing	  both	  Stowe	  and	  Castle	  

Howard	  as	  examples	  of	  how	  markers	  are	  used	  to	  generate	  the	  geometry	  for	  their	  sites.	  	  	  

4. KW	   stated	   that	   the	   ‘revealing	   of	   the	   house’	   and	   conversely	   its	   disguise,	   is	   an	   important	   component	   of	   the	  
artwork	  with	  clues	  as	  to	  the	  house’s	  presence	  made	  apparent	  in	  forms	  on	  the	  ground.	  	  PdA	  suggested	  another	  

model	   could	   be	  made	   to	   show	   the	   site	   in	   the	   context	   of	   the	   other	   properties	   like	  Hemingford	   Park	   and	   from	  
Common	  lane.	  

5. DK	  explained	  that	  Paragraph	  55	  houses	  provide	  a	  huge	  risk	  with	  regard	  to	  doing	  something	  unusual	  adding	  that	  is	  

very	   important	   to	   establish	   the	   ‘DNA’	   of	   the	   project	   and	   in	   his	   opinion,	   the	   scheme	   presented	   definitely	   had	  
potential.	   	   He	   suggested	   looking	   at	   precedent	   schemes	   stating	   that	   the	   policy	   intention	   is	   to	   set	   up	   to	   create	  

cultural	   assets	   for	   the	   future.	   	   One	   key	   element	   is	   that	   it	   must	   engage	   with	   the	   public	   in	   some	   way.	   	   DK	  
encouraged	   the	   team	   to	   be	   bold	   and	   not	   fearful	   stating	   that	   the	   new	   house	   should	   be	   considered	   an	   ‘equal	  

player’	  to	  the	  Pavilion	  and	  Hemingford	  House.	  	  	  



 
 
 

	  

 

6. KW	  described	  the	  significance	  in	  her	  work	  of	  the	  ‘viewing	  point’	  proposing	  a	  raised	  platform	  located	  towards	  the	  
entrance	   of	   site.	   DK	   commented	   that	   the	   viewing	   platform	   is	   in	   effect,	   the	   ‘art	   gallery’	   that	   could	   directly	  

encourage	  the	  public	  engagement	  identified	  in	  the	  policy.	  

7. NG	  confirmed	  that	  controlled	  public	  access	  to	  the	  site	  had	  been	  discussed	  with	  KW	  and	  HC	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  
the	  project	  and	  he	  was	  happy	  to	  support	  the	  proposal	  for	  scheduled	  visits	  by	  scholars	  or	  for	  something	  like	  the	  

‘Open	  House’	  weekend	  which	  may	  be	  arranged	  in	  conjunction	  with	  the	  local	  flower	  festival.	  	  

8. DK	   stressed	   the	   importance	   of	   storytelling	   and	   recommended	   a	   further	   layer	   of	   analysis	   to	   develop	   a	   clear	  
conceptual	   narrative	   for	   the	   site.	   He	   suggested	  making	   a	   detailed	   response	   to	   each	   point	   raised	   by	   the	  NPPF	  

policy	  to	  help	  reinforce	  key	  generators	  of	  the	  scheme	  and	  to	  make	  clear	  the	  relationships	  established	  by	  its	  local	  
and	   historical	   context.	   Innovation	   with	   regard	   to	   architecture,	   materials	   or	   form	   could	   add	   ‘power’	   to	   the	  

exceptional	  story	  of	  the	  house.	  

9. HC	  stated	  that	  the	  innovation	  lies	  partly	  with	  the	  collaboration	  between	  artist	  and	  architect	  but	  agreed	  that	  the	  
materials	  and	   techniques	  proposed	  such	  as	  earth	   reinforcement	  could	  be	  part	  of	  a	  consideration	   for	   technical	  

originality.	  

10. The	  NPPF	  states	  that	  the	  schemes	  should	  “raise	  standards	  generally”	  and	  DK	  stated	  that	  there	  are	  elements	   in	  

the	  scheme’s	  ‘DNA’	  that	  could	  provide	  a	  ‘gene	  pool’	  for	  future	  schemes	  citing	  the	  heritage	  of	  courtyards	  and	  how	  
the	   relationship	   between	   the	   living	   accommodation	   and	   ‘enclosed’	   external	   space	   was	   a	   good	   example	   of	   a	  

concept	  worth	   investigating	   further.	   Developing	   experimental	   low-‐carbon	   technologies	   such	   as	   rammed	   earth	  
could	  be	  entirely	  transferable	  as	  a	  precedent	  to	  future	  schemes.	  

11. EH	  stated	  that	  the	  scheme	  significantly	  enhances	  the	  setting	  and	  the	  character	  of	  the	  surrounding	  local	  area	  but	  

was	  interested	  in	  how	  the	  scheme	  would	  be	  managed	  and	  maintained.	  	  KW	  explained	  that	  the	  materials	  for	  the	  
art	  have	  not	  yet	  been	  defined	  but	  that	   ideas	  for	  maintenance	  of	  the	  work	  had	  been	  discussed	  with	  the	  design	  

team	  including	  how	  different	  materials	  can	  be	  used	  to	  express	  the	   lines	  shown	  on	  the	  drawing.	  KW	  confirmed	  
that	   the	   surface	   treatment	   would	   need	   to	   correspond	   with	   the	   expression	   of	   the	   ridge	   and	   furrow	   form	   	   -‐	  

sculpted	   to	   create	   shadows	   across	   the	  mound	   –	   and	   further	   investigation	  was	   necessary	   with	   samples	   to	   be	  
made	  on	  site	  as	  the	  scheme	  progressed.	  

12. DK	   asked	  whether	   ridge	   and	   furrow	  will	   actually	   be	   there,	   stating	   that	   he	   thought	   the	   examples	   of	   ridge	   and	  

furrow	  from	  other	  sites	  shown	  in	  the	  presentation	  were	  amazing.	  DK	  suggested	  there	  was	  strong	  potential	  in	  the	  
idea	   of	   manipulating	   an	   ancient	   landform	   relevant	   to	   the	   site	   and	   in	   how	   the	   form	   of	   a	   cricket	   pad	   might	  

‘emerge’	  from	  the	  ridge	  and	  furrow	  pattern.	  	  	  

13. KW	  stated	  she	  wanted	  to	  investigate	  the	  delineation	  of	  the	  artwork	  and	  to	  resolve	  specifically,	  the	  way	  in	  which	  
the	  mound	  interfaces	  with	  the	  adjacent	  ground	  surfaces.	  She	  added	  that	  further	  consideration	  was	  needed	  as	  to	  

how	  the	  palette	  of	  organic	  materials	  could	  mature	  and	  change	  the	  appearance	  of	  artwork	  over	  time.	   	  DK	   liked	  
the	   idea	  of	   the	   surprise	  of	   the	  cricket	  pad	   ‘revealing’	   itself	  and	  suggested	   that	   the	   scheme	  could	  play	   -‐	  as	   the	  

precedent	   images,	  with	   the	   scale,	  direction	  and	   frequency	  of	   the	   ridge	  and	   furrow	  and	  possibly	  extending	   the	  
form	  to	  the	  wider	  site	  with	  the	  house	  itself	  submerged,	  like	  a	  stone	  disturbing	  the	  surface	  of	  a	  pond.	  

14. PdA	   suggested	   that	   planting	   to	   represent	   the	   lines	   of	   ridge	   and	   furrow	   could	   be	   used	   on	   another	   scale	   with	  
regard	   to	   the	   Pavilion	   and	   that	   the	   use	   of	   specific	   devices	   like	   the	   parterre	   could	   reinforce	   the	   conceptual	  

relationship	  of	  two	  houses	  but	  on	  different	  scales.	  	  	  

15. The	  landscape	  strategy	  described	  by	  JB	  in	  his	  booklet	  promotes	  the	  creation	  of	  specific	  wildlife	  habitats	  (relevant	  
to	  the	  area)	  by	  the	  planting	  of	  new	  trees	  and	  identifies	  man-‐made	  earth	  banks	  seen	  adjacent	  to	  the	  River	  Great	  

Ouse	  close	  to	  the	  site.	  DK	  was	  very	   interested	   in	  the	   image	  showing	  stacked	  pieces	  of	  Willow	  and	  thought	  the	  



 
 
 

	  

 

idea	  of	  planting	  Willow,	  it’s	  relationship	  to	  cricket	  and	  the	  possibility	  of	  its	  use	  as	  a	  building	  material	  on	  the	  site	  
established	  a	  strong	  design	  concept.	  

16. DK	  stated	   that	   the	  most	   recent	  model	   (presented	  at	   the	  meeting)	   shows	  a	   level	  of	  detail	   that	  begins	   to	  make	  

clear	   how	   house	   will	   function	   and	   the	   form	   it	   will	   take.	   He	   suggested	   the	   large-‐scale	   model	   showed	   the	  
organisation	   of	   levels	   and	   raised	   questions	   to	   do	  with	   relationship	   between	   the	   internal	   and	   external	   spaces.	  

Ideas	  of	  the	  ridge	  and	  furrow	  language	  might	  be	  expressed	  internally,	  for	  example	  in	  the	  use	  of	  Catalan	  vaulted	  
ceilings	  that	  may	  further	  enrich	  the	  ‘storytelling’.	  

17. It	  was	  emphasised	  that	  the	  presentation	  of	  the	  final	  scheme	  needs	  to	  be	  of	  the	  highest	  standard	   in	  the	  use	  of	  

models	  and	  visualisation	  material.	  	  MIR	  and	  The	  Cutting	  Room	  were	  cited	  as	  examples	  of	  companies	  that	  provide	  
3d	  visual	  and	  physical	  modelling	  to	  the	  high	  standard	  required.	   	  The	  first	   image	  presented	  to	  each	  audience	   is	  

significant	  and	  we	  should	  try	  to	  invoke	  the	  reaction,	  ‘wow’.	  	  JW	  emphasised	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  for	  members	  
of	  the	  council.	  	  

18. DK	  encouraged	  the	  design	  team	  to	  be	  bold	  with	  regard	  to	  choice	  of	  materials	  on	  the	  house	  emphasising	  that	  the	  

roof	  material	  will	  be	  of	  particular	  significance	  -‐	  seen	  clearly	  as	  part	  of	  the	  composition	  from	  the	  viewing	  platform.	  

19. DK	  liked	  the	  notion	  of	  a	  ‘deconstructed’	  house	  comprising	  of	  ‘set	  piece’	  elements	  –	  the	  house	  base,	  the	  tower,	  

and	  the	  ethereal	   floating	  room	  all	   treated	  differently	  within	  the	   landscape.	  He	  asked	  HC	  for	  example,	  whether	  
the	  form	  of	  the	  new	  roof	  deliberately	  references	  the	  profile	  a	  cricket	  bat.	  	  HC	  agreed	  it	  did	  and	  suggested	  it	  could	  

be	  made	  with	   a	   stressed	   skin	   over	   an	   internal	   structural	   rather	   like	   the	   hull	   of	   a	   boat.	   DK	   supported	   further	  
investigation	  of	  the	  implied	  conceptual	  hierarchy	  of	  the	  scheme	  –	  how	  levels	  of	  refinement	  are	  expressed	  by	  a	  

heavy	  elemental	  base	  and	  primitive	  lower	  courtyard	  leading	  to	  a	  up	  to	  a	  more	  structured	  parterre	  garden	  capped	  
by	  a	  visually	  ‘light’	  glass	  pavilion	  over.	  

20. PdA	  loved	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  viewing	  tower	  close	  to	  the	  entrance	  of	  the	  site	  adding	  that	  it	  will	  also	  create	  an	  important	  

relationship	  between	  the	  artwork	  and	  the	  village	  from	  Common	  Lane.	  He	  was	  not	  convinced	  by	  a	  second	  viewing	  
tower	  closest	  to	  the	  house	  and	  questioned	  whether	  it	  was	  necessary.	  It	  was	  agreed	  that	  the	  viewing	  point	  from	  

the	  South	  side	  of	  the	  artwork	  could	  perhaps	  be	  made	  from	  the	  ground.	  DK	  suggested	  that	  public	  viewing	  here	  
could	  be	  by	  invitation	  only.	  

21. Looking	   at	   the	  wording	   of	   the	  NPPF,	   PdA	   questioned	   the	   statement	   that	   schemes	   should	   “reflect	   the	   highest	  

quality	  in	  architecture”.	  He	  suggested	  that	  the	  presentation	  may	  benefit	  from	  the	  inclusion	  referencing	  examples	  
of	  high	  quality	  schemes.	  	  Examples	  might	  include	  Catherine	  Finlay	  and	  her	  starfish	  house,	  Cecil	  Balmond	  and	  Rem	  

Koolhaas	  structural	  proposal	  for	  a	  villa	  in	  Bordeaux	  or	  others	  that	  may	  be	  pertinent	  to	  the	  scheme	  in	  some	  way.	  
On	  the	  question	  of	  material	  precedent,	  HC	  mentioned	  the	  possibilities	  of	  thatching	  used	  in	  a	  more	  contemporary	  

way.	   DK	   suggested	   there	   are	   interesting	   modern	   examples	   of	   thatch,	   used	   particularly	   by	   the	   Japanese	   and	  
encouraged	  the	  team	  to	  look	  at	  international	  examples.	  NG	  stated	  that	  for	  insurance	  reasons,	  if	  thatching	  were	  

to	  be	  used	  it	  should	  be	  in	  the	  grounds	  and	  not	  the	  fabric	  of	  the	  house.	  	  	  

22. The	  panel	  emphasised	  the	  need	  to	  express	  the	  emerging	  story	  in	  the	  presentation	  material	  and	  the	  supporting	  
D&A	  statement	  citing	  David	  Chipperfield’s	  explanation	  of	  his	  Oxfordshire	  house	  as	  a	  good	  example.	  Based	  on	  the	  

material	  presented,	  DK	  was	  confident	  that	  the	  essence	  of	  a	  strong	  concept	  was	  there	  but	  he	  encouraged	  more	  
work	  to	  demonstrate	  the	  key	  ideas	  generating	  the	  proposal.	  	  

23. It	  was	  agreed	   that	   the	  Panel	  members	  would	  write	   a	   short	   report	   for	   consideration	  of	   the	   team	  and	   that	   the	  
Panel	  would	  be	   assembled	   to	   comment	  on	   the	   scheme	  once	   the	   application	   scheme	  has	  been	   fully	   designed.	  	  

The	  Panel	  were	  thanked	  for	  their	  positive	  and	  constructive	  input.	  

End.	  	  
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