
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE     17th September   2018 
 
Case No: 18/00588/FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  DEMOLITION OF EXISTING TWO STOREY 

RETAIL/OFFICE BUILDING OF 1970S CONSTRUCTION, 
TO BE REPLACED BY A 2.5 STOREY RESIDENTIAL 
BLOCK COMPRISING 8NO. INDIVIDUAL UNITS. 

 
Location:  PROPERTIES AT 1 3 AND 5 BULL LANE  ST IVES   
 
Applicant:  DANIELS 
 
Grid Ref: 531353   271181 
 
Date of Registration:   06.04.2018 
 
Parish:   ST IVES 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -     REFUSE 
 
This application is reported to the Development Management Committee 
as St Ives Town Council's recommendation of approval is contrary to the 
officer's recommendation of refusal. 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The application site is located within the Market Town of St Ives along 

Bull Lane (to the South). The building currently on site is a two storey 
structure of 1970’s construction utilised for retail on the ground floor 
and office space on the first floor. To the North of the site is 
hardstanding for parking, provided for the existing occupants. The site 
is surrounded predominantly by commercial businesses including a 
Royal Mail depot with the occasional residential property nearby.    

 
1.2 The character of the immediate surrounding buildings (in this back of 

main road location) tends to be 1.5 to 2 storeys, whereas 2.5 to 3 
storey buildings are found along Market Hill, Crown Street and Bridge 
Street.  The site is located within the built up area of St Ives, the local 
Conservation Area and within the setting of a number of listed 
buildings, with the grade II listed 3A Free Church Passage in closest 
proximity to the North East of the site. The application site is located 
within the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 2. 

 
1.3 The application is for the demolition of the existing two storey 

commercial building to be replaced by a 2.5 storey residential block 
comprising of eight individual flats comprising of one or two 
bedrooms. The proposal is car free and would not provide any 
parking spaces. The application is supported by a Design and Access 
Statement, Heritage Statement Flood risk assessment along with all 
existing and proposed plans.  

 
1.4 Following the consultation period some amended plans have been 

received accompanied with a noise report and Daylight and Sunlight 
assessment. Certificate B has also been served since the application 
has been submitted. 



2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (24th July 2018) (NPPF 

2018) sets out the three economic, social and environmental 
objectives of the planning system to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. The NPPF confirms that ‘So sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
The NPPF sets out the Government's planning policies for:  
* delivering a sufficient supply of homes;  
* achieving well-designed places;  
* conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
* conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.2 Whilst the NPPF 2018 has now been published and replaces the 

NPPF 2012, transitional arrangements are in place for authorities who 
have submitted Local Plans submissions prior to the 29 January 2019 
and to ensure consistency, the 2012 framework policies will continue 
to be relevant. For clarity HDC submitted their Local Plan on 29 
March 2018.  

 
2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012) sets out the 

three dimensions to sustainable development - an economic role, a 
social role and an environmental role - and outlines the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development. Under the heading of Delivering 
Sustainable Development, the Framework sets out the Government's 
planning policies for:  
* promoting sustainable transport;  
* delivering a wide choice of high quality homes;  
* requiring good design;  
* conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
* conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.4 In this report, reference to both NPPF 2012 and 2018 from here-on 

referred to as ‘the NPPF’ 
 
2.5 Planning Practice Guidance 
 
2.6 BS5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction. 

Recommendations. 
 
For full details visit the government website   
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) 

• H31: Residential Privacy and amenity standards 
• T18: Access requirements for new development 
• T19: Pedestrian Routes and Footpath 
• T20: Cycle Routes 
• En2: “Character and setting of Listed Buildings”  
• En5: “Conservation Area Character”  
• En6: “Design standards in Conservation Areas”  
• En9; “Conservation Areas”  
• En19: Trees and Landscape 

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


• En20: Landscaping Scheme 
• EN25: General Design 
• CS8: Water 
• CS9: Flood Water Management 

 
3.2 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations 

(2002) 
• HL5: "Quality and density of development" 
• HL6:  Housing Density 
• HL10:  Housing Provision 

 
3.3 Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (2009) 
• CS1: Sustainable development in Huntingdonshire 
• CS2: Strategic Housing Development 
• 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 
• LP5: Flood Risk 
• LP6: Waste Water Management  
• LP7: Spatial Planning Areas 
• LP12: Design Context 
• LP13: Design Implementation 
• LP15: Amenity 
• LP16: Surface Water 
• LP17: Sustainable Travel 
• LP18: Parking Provision and vehicle movement 
• LP23: Local Services and Facilities 
• LP33: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerow. 
• LP36: Heritage Assets and their Settings 

 
3.5 The LPA consider the Local Plan to 2036 to be a sound plan and it 

was submitted for examination on the 29th March 2018. Footnote 22 
of NPPF 2018 states during the transitional period for emerging plans 
submitted for examination (set out in paragraph 214 of NPPF 2018), 
consistency should be tested against the previous Framework 
published in March 2012. The plan has therefore reached an 
advanced stage and is consistent with the policies set out within the 
NPPF 2012.  Given the transitional arrangements in place it is 
considered that if there is any tension between emerging policies and 
NPPF 2018 the previous framework policies will prevail.   

 
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 11 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.   



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 d ii of para. 11 is engaged. For decision-taking this means 
granting permission in instances where there are no relevant 
Development Plan policies, or the policies which are most important 
for determining the application 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. Footnote 6 to the Framework provides some examples of 
these restrictive policies. 

 
3.7 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) and Guidance: 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide SPD (2017) 
• Huntingdonshire Townscape and Landscape Assessment 

SPD 2007 
• Developer Contributions SPD 2011 
• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD 2017 
• 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. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 18/00052/PIAPA - Conversion of ground floor retail units to form two 

residential dwellings – Withdrawn 
 
4.2 18/00053/P3JPA - Conversion of existing first floor office space to 

form residential units - Approved 
 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 St Ives Town Council – Recommend Approval, [comments attached] 

summarised below:  
* Welcomes conversion of the property to dwellings 
* Lighting on Bull Lane should be improved with development 
* Agreement with the Post Office needed on a construction 
management plan together with a clear safe passage for pedestrians 
* Access via Bull Lane to be maintained throughout development and 
assurance needed that the Bull Lane surface will not be worsened 
* The developer has indicated that they will resurface part of Bull 
Lane following construction. An appropriate finish to be agreed. 

 
5.2 St Ives Town Council - Following a re-consultation period, stood by 

their recommendation of approval. [comments attached] 
 

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


Officer comment: The proposal is for demolition and new built, and 
not a conversion of the property to dwellings. 

 
5.3 CCC Local Highway Authority: No objection, comments 

summarised below: 
The proposed development is indicated as car free, however it is 
likely that even though parking is not available in the location of the 
site that residents will own motor vehicles, therefore I assume that 
your authority is happy that any parking associated with the tenants 
can be accommodated in the surrounding area and/or is acceptable 
due to its central location. 

 
 No further request for re-consultation 
 
5.4 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology – No objection, but 

an area of high archaeological potential so a condition recommended. 
 
5.5 Environment Agency – No comment – refer to government standing 

advice 
 
5.6 HDC Conservation officer – Objection – comments discussed within 

report and summarised below: 
* No objection in principle to the redevelopment of this site, however 
the character of the surrounding buildings tends to be 1.5 to 2 storey 
in height with narrow gables and pitched roofs.  
* The massing and scale of this proposal will overwhelm adjacent 
buildings and dominate the character of Bull Lane, and will cause 
harm to the significance of the conservation area. 

 
5.7 HDC Conservation officer - Following the submission of amended 

plans, the conservation officer still objected to the scheme with further 
comments discussed within the report. 

 
5.8 HDC Urban Design Officer – Objection – Comments discussed 

within report and summarised below: 
* Concerns with missing information from plans 
* Concerns with the massing and scale of the proposal and impact on 
the character of the area. 
* Concerns with outlook of future occupants from habitable rooms and 
communal garden, no BRE Daylight or sunlight assessment 
* Absence of cycle parking 
* Concerns with bin capacity 

 
5.9 HDC Urban Design Officer - Following the submission of amended 

plans as well as a Noise Report and Daylight and Sunlight report, the 
Urban Design still objects to the proposal with comments summarised 
below: 
Comments are discussed in more detail within the report: 
* The massing and scale of the proposal will overwhelm the adjacent 
buildings and dominate the character of Bull Lane, which will cause 
harm to the significance of the conservation area.  
* The close proximity of the proposal directly opposite Nos. 1 and 2 
Quay Court is likely to result overlooking and loss of privacy  
* The Daylight and Sunlight assessment indicates the proposed 
ground floor single aspect units would receive limited daylight and 
sunlight below recommended BRE VSC and ADF values  



5.10 HDC Waste comment: No real issues with this proposed 
development.  Residents will have to ensure that they bring their bins 
to the highway on Market Hill for collection. 

 
5.11 HDC Environmental Health Officer – Objection - deliveries and 

commercial use in the immediate area may adversely impact upon 
the proposed sensitive use.  Need a noise impact assessment to 
demonstrate how the potential impact would be mitigated to 
acceptable levels. 

 
5.12 HDC Environmental Health Officer  - Following the submission of 

amended plans and a noise report, further comments are below: 
* Submission of a noise impact assessment concluded bedrooms 
would require windows to remain closed and alternative ventilation 
supplied in order for guideline noise limits to be met.   
* LPA are unlikely to consider it acceptable for residents to have to 
keep their windows closed to mitigate noise 
* Amended plans show the applicants have moved bedrooms so they 
no longer have windows directly overlooking the Royal Mail site and 
living rooms have windows on two facades. 
* The post office is in close proximity. Activity occurs on this site 
during sensitive hours of the night, daily.  This would have a 
detrimental impact on residents if not sufficiently mitigated.   
* EH have a statutory duty to investigate noise complaints  
* Insufficient detail to ensure the proposed revised layout would 
provide adequate protection of residential amenity. 

 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 Representations have been received from representatives on behalf 

of the Royal mail Delivery office based at 13-15 Bridge Street St Ives. 
The comments are summarised below: 
* The Royal Mail owns part of the land that forms the application site 
and should have been served formal notice via Certificate B within 
part 26 of the application form.  
* Poor residential amenity for future occupiers from Royal Mail 
movements and operational times – specifically impact on habitable 
rooms. Worry that these would generate noise complaints and that 
this would adversely impact on their business. 
* Inadequate access to the site - conflict vehicles/residents 
* Concerns over demolition and construction process in terms of 
obstruction of Royal Mail’s private access. 
* The substation within the rear service yard of Royal Mail should be 
factored into a noise report; 
* No daylight / sunlight assessment has been included 
* The ground-floor flat accessed from Bull Lane does not have a 
direct means of access to the bin store 
* No details of cycle parking have been included 
* The master bedroom of the ground-floor unit faces out onto the rear 
amenity space. The future occupant would be overlooked 
* No information regarding foul drainage has been submitted  

 
6.2 Following the submission of amended plans as well as a Noise 

Report and Daylight and Sunlight report, Planning Consultants on 
behalf of the Royal Mail’s comments are summarised below: 

 



* The Noise report highlights that the development proposed will 
receive unacceptable levels of noise. Acoustic Report advises glazing 
and internal ventilation can mitigate noise 
* Mitigation measures completely unrealistic for residents 
* The additional information provided by the applicant in the form of 
an Acoustic Report does not meet the NPPF Paragraph 182 test 

 
7. ASSESSMENT  
 
 Background 
 
7.1 A previous prior approval application was approved by the Council in 

2018 (reference 18/00053/P3JPA) which provided confirmation for 
the applicant that the 1st floor only could be converted from office 
space to residential units under Permitted Development. 

 
7.2 Another prior approval application (reference 18/00052/PIAPA) for the 

conversion of ground floor retail units to form two residential dwellings 
was withdrawn by the applicant. This was because the site is in a 
conservation area and retail to residential is not possible under 
permitted development because of this constraint. 

 
7.3 The current application is for the demolition of the building and the 

erection of a three storey building for 8 flats instead of a conversion. 
The current application considers the prior approval or permitted 
development fall-back position as a material planning consideration. 

 
7.4 The principal, important and controversial issues to consider in 

assessing this application are based on if this development is 
considered sustainable development, having considered the 
economic, environmental and social elements of this case. With that 
in mind the following issues are assessed below: 

 
• The principle of development 
• Housing provision 
• Design and visual impact, including impact on the character 

and appearance of the conservation area 
• Residential amenity 
• Access and transport 
• Flooding and drainage 
• Archaeology 
• Infrastructure requirements and planning obligations; and 
• Other issues 

 
 Principle of development  
 
7.5 The site is located within the built up area of the ‘Market Town’ of St 

Ives as defined by Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy 2009. St Ives is 
designated as a Spatial Planning Area in Policy LP7 of the Local Plan 
to 2036 Proposed Submission 2017 where a proposal for residential 
development will be supported where it is appropriately located within 
the built-up area. 

 
7.6 The proposal would involve a change of use (from retail/office to 

residential) within a town centre location. Policy LP22 of the Local 
Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 states within each town 
centre a primary shopping area is defined which covers a smaller 



area generally comprising a mixture of core retail and service uses. 
The policy states that a non-main town centre use may not be 
supported at ground floor level in a primary shop frontage. However 
as the site is not within a Primary Shopping Frontage area, there is no 
objection to the change of use to residential. 

 
7.7 The site is considered to lie in a sustainable location in terms of bus 

routes, walking and cycling distances with very good access to a 
range of facilities, so the proposal for residential in this location can 
be supported on accessibility and general sustainability grounds. It is 
therefore considered that the proposal meet those objectives of the 
NPPF, which includes proactively supporting sustainable economic 
development and satisfies policy S2 of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Plan (1995) with regards to accessibility. The proposal satisfies LP2 
of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 
2017 as the proposal makes efficient use of land, within existing 
settlements, however officers have significant concerns with regards 
to the impact of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the conservation area, these concerns are expanded 
upon in the remainder of the report.  

 
 Permitted Development Fall-back Position 
 
7.8 As discussed, the application site benefits from a prior approval for 

the conversion of the first floor office space only (to residential).  
 
7.9 The case between Mansell v Tonbridge and Malling BC (2017) 

EWCA Civ 1314 provides some case law on the fall-back position. 
The Court of Appeal upheld a judgement of the High Court that 
Permitted Development rights can properly be taken into account as a 
fall-back position when alternative development is proposed. The 
judgement effectively concluded that it would be unrealistic for the 
applicant not to take advantage of permitted development scheme 
should planning permission be refused. 

 
7.10 Whilst the prior approval on this site is not guaranteed to be 

implemented, there is no compelling evidence that the site would not 
then come forward should this application be refused or a subsequent 
planning appeal dismissed. It is accepted the proposed development 
with regards to the relevant provisions of the Town and County 
Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 
entails different planning considerations to those relevant for 
applications for planning permission. However the proposal would 
represent a net increase in units from the prior approval scheme, as 
residential development is proposed on the ground floor and a new 
second floor as part of this application. Prior approval was not 
possible for conversion to residential on the ground floor from retail to 
residential due to the site’s location with a conservation area. 
Therefore because of the significant difference in the current 
application and the prior approval fall-back position, officers can only 
give the permitted development fall-back position limited weight. 
Regardless of this, there is no in-principle objection to the change of 
use to residential in this location, as outlined in the ‘Principle of 
Development’ section above. 

 
 



Impact on the character of the area, including impact on the 
character and appearance of the conservation area 

 
7.11 Section 12 of the NPPF discusses the importance of good design in 

sustainable developments which will not only add to the overall 
quality of the area as a result of quality architecture and layout as well 
as being sympathetic to local character and history.  The quality of 
good design should carry great weight in planning decisions. 

 
7.12 Paragraph 193 of the NPPF advises that when considering the impact 

of a proposed development on the significance of a designated 
heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s 
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight 
should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or 
destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. 
The paragraph continues that as heritage assets are irreplaceable, 
any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. 

 
7.13 Paragraph 196 of the NPPF states where a development will lead to 

less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 
asset, this harm should be weighed up against the public benefits of 
the proposal including securing its optimum viable use. 

 
7.14 Sections 66 and 72 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990, requires that a Local Planning 
Authority, in considering whether to grant planning permission for 
development which affects a conservation area, to have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing its intrinsic 
significance. This includes the setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

 
7.15 The application site is centrally located within St Ives, surrounded by 

predominantly commercial businesses. The site is within the St Ives 
conservation area and within the setting of a number of Grade II listed 
buildings. The nearby Listed Buildings (Free Church, Market Hill; 1 
and 3a Free Church Passage; and 4 to 6 Free Church Passage) are 
all described in their listings as forming a group. The building the 
subject of this application is not considered to be in a dilapidated 
state as it is still in use (this position is confirmed in the Design and 
Access statement submitted with the application).  

 
7.16 The Council’s Conservation officer has significant concerns with 

regards to the proposed development. The site is very tight within the 
urban, historic core of St Ives and views are narrow and constrained. 
The elevational drawings therefore do not convey the way in which 
this building will be experienced in its context, and the impacts it will 
have on the nearby heritage assets. The area around the Bull Lane 
site is located between the main historic Market area of the town, to 
the north, and the historic Quay, to the south, and close to the Town 
Bridge, to the west.  The site of The Priory also stands to the east.  
The Conservation Area Character Statement describes this area as 
Chapel Lanes Area, one of the main areas of historic St. Ives.  

  
7.17 The junction of Bull Lane and Free Church Passage is an important 

and historic pedestrian junction. In the original plans it was 
considered that the increased massing and increase in height of at 
least 2m above the existing and blank presentation of the South 



eastern gable of the development was overwhelming. Specifically the 
building would sit uncomfortably with the adjacent roof line of the 
Grade II listed building, 3A Free Church Passage, to the north east of 
the site. The eaves line of the listed building is the most dominant 
feature of the roof; this would sit 1.5 m below the ridge of the 
proposal. The proposed gable of the new build would appear taller 
than the listed building and therefore have a significant adverse 
impact on the setting of the heritage assets. The larger buildings 
within Free Church Passage and related lanes are all of a particular 
type and use, generally institutional 19th century buildings, which as a 
group make a particular contribution to the character of the lanes, and 
contrast with the smaller scale residential cottages.  The proposed 
new building, instead of sustaining the contrast between these 
institutional buildings and residential cottages, will compete in height 
and scale with them and blur the contrast, harming the overall 
character of this part of the Conservation Area. 

 
7.18 From the Bridge Street end of Bull lane, views are constrained but on 

the original plans, the blank west facing gable of the proposed 
building would be 3m taller than the ridge of the existing gable. The 
gable would also be nearly 8m wide compared to the existing gable 
width of approx. 5m. The increased gable width plus height will make 
this a much more dominant element in the street scene. Both the 
Urban Design officer as well as the Planning Case Officer share the 
Conservation Officer’s concerns. 

 
7.19 Following amendments to the scheme, the Urban Design officer 

states a number of details were added to the plans in addition to the 
reduction in scale. The Bull Lane elevation has been amended and 
an additional ground floor entrance added (western-most 2 bed 
ground floor flat), larger windows have been introduced at ground, 
first and second floor, the large central box dormer has been omitted 
and the roof broken up to create the appearance of two buildings. 
Whilst these amendments are supported the arrangement of the 
ground floor master bedroom window (western most 2 bed ground 
floor flat) – directly below the junction between the two roof elements 
diminishes the appearance of two buildings.  

 
7.20 The existing building is modern and an anomaly in the Chapel Lane 

area and in these lanes it is a negative element within the 
Conservation Area.  However, the amended proposal and reduction 
in height will not address the negative impact of the existing building 
and will continue to increase the harm by its increased height, size 
and scale.  The proposed building would still stand within a few 
metres of the buildings opposite it within the lane which are all lower 
than the existing building so the proposed new building will have a 
more prominent relationship to them than the existing building which 
is considered to have a negative impact itself.  The existing building 
also has a simple form and fewer features than the proposed building.   
As well as being higher than the existing roof, the amended proposed 
main roof has an elevated section which will increase the impact of 
the new building even more, with dormer windows accentuating the 
roof of the new building and adding to its prominence within the 
narrow lane. 

 
7.21 The proposal does not provide details of design sufficient to explain 

how the proposed building will be sympathetic to and sustain the 



character of the area.  The proposed building has an appearance 
which seems that of a standard modern housing development and not 
sympathetic to the traditional character of the existing character 
contributed by the buildings in the Conservation Area. Although the 
removal of the existing building is considered, in principle, an 
enhancement to the Conservation Area, its replacement with a 
building which is far more prominent and of a design which is not 
sympathetic to the context of the historic narrow lanes, and blurs the 
existing contrast between the grander and small scale buildings and 
their relationship with the individual larger scale buildings of the 
Literary Institute and the Free Church.  For these reasons, although 
the proposed demolition of the existing building is supported, its 
replacement with the proposed amended new building is not 
considered to sustain the significance of the settings of the nearby 
Listed Buildings nor that of the Conservation Area. 

 
7.22 It should also be noted the existing building is physically attached to 

the Listed Building on its north side but there are no details of the 
potential impact of the proposed demolition and rebuilding on this 
Listed Building, which needs to be considered as part of the proposal. 
The submitted drawings do not show the street scene, or the visual 
impact on the setting of the adjoining Listed Building or the 
surrounding Conservation Area so there is insufficient information to 
assess the potential impact fully. 

 
7.23 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes it clear that 

what is important in the case of designated heritage assets is the 
preservation or enhancement of their intrinsic significance, including 
any contribution to that significance which relates to their setting. In 
the present case, the conservation area itself would be directly 
harmed, as well as the setting of the nearby Grade II listed buildings, 
in particular 3A Free Church Passage, detracting from their 
significance as heritage assets. In terms of the terminology used in 
the NPPF, with this proposal the harm caused to the conservation 
area would be ‘less than substantial’. But harm of any kind would be 
contrary to the legislative provisions that have been identified. The 
NPPF paragraph 196 calls for such harm to be weighed against any 
public benefits arising from the proposal.  

 
7.24 It is accepted there would be marginal public benefits through the 

construction jobs (short term benefit) and addition household spend in 
the town centre. However in the context of consideration against the 
impact of the proposal on the heritage assets, this can be given very 
limited weight. It is considered that these very marginal public 
benefits of the scheme (construction jobs and additional household 
spend) would not outweigh the harm to the conservation area and the 
setting of the nearby listed buildings, in particular 3A Free Church 
Passage. Decision makers are required to quantify the harm 
identified. The harm identified would be less than substantial, and 
therefore contrary to Section 12, paragraphs 193 and 196 of the 
NPPF, the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990, policies CS1 and CS3 of the Adopted Core Strategy (2009) and 
policies LP12, LP13 and LP36 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
7.25 Notwithstanding the above, issues such as materials, hard and soft 

landscaping including issues such as bins (as raised in objections) 



could be dealt with via condition if planning permission were to be 
granted. 

  
 Residential Amenity 
 
7.26 The proposal has been assessed with regards to overshadowing, 

overlooking and overbearing. The only neighbouring residential 
properties nearby which would be affected by the development are 
Nos 2 and 2A Quay Court, St Ives. No 2 faces onto Bull Lane.  

 
7.27 There is the potential for the proposed development and No 2 Quay 

Court to overlook each other. Section A-A shows the narrow 2.3m 
gap between the proposal and existing dwellings on the opposite side 
of Bull Lane (1 and 2 Quay Court). At the moment the front habitable 
rooms of 2 Quay Court look at a blank wall or windows into a 
commercial office at an indirect angle. However the proposed ground 
and first floor windows on the proposed development facing Bull Lane 
include a number of habitable rooms (as well as some non-habitable 
rooms) which are in close proximity with the existing residential 
property. It is considered these would create harmful overlooking 
which would significantly and adversely impact the amenity of 
occupants of all the residential properties in question. It would not be 
appropriate to obscure glaze habitable room windows, as although 
this fenestration solution would prevent overlooking, it would create a 
poor standard of amenity for future occupants.  

 
7.28 The Urban Design Officer has major concerns with regards to levels 

of light and outlook for future occupants of the proposed flats. The 
majority of units are not dual aspect with windows on the north 
elevation facing the access route and amenity space, and south 
elevations facing Bull Lane. The narrow width of Bull Lane and high 
level of enclosure created by the existing development opposite is 
likely to affect the amount of daylight entering the individual units – 
particularly at ground and first floor level, as well as the quality of 
outlook. Whilst it is accepted the site benefits from prior approval to 
convert the first floor offices to flats, a conversion scheme with less 
units could give the applicant greater flexibility with regards to future 
occupants outlook. Whilst the prior approval is a fall-back position, as 
the submitted scheme has residential accommodation at ground, first 
and second floor level it is therefore materially different to a first floor 
prior approval conversion, officer therefore only attach the limited 
weight to the prior approval in this context. 

 
7.29 Following comments from the Urban Design officer a BRE Daylight 

and Sunlight assessment has been carried out for proposed units 
using guidance contained in the BRE Report 209, Site Layout 
Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: A guide to good practice, Second 
edition 2011 and BS 8206-2 Code of Practice for Lighting. The 
assessment is based on the revised proposals, which include larger 
windows at ground, first and second floor levels facing Bull Lane.  
The results of the report are discussed below. 

 
7.30 Vertical sky Component (VSC) – The numerical VSC values provided 

in the 3D model images in figures 3-7 are illegible, however the colour 
gradient shows a number of ground floor windows facing Bull Lane as 
having VSC values below the recommend 27% (those shown in 
darker colours).   



7.31 Average Daylight Factor (ADF) – of the 18 habitable rooms assessed, 
7 would fail to achieve recommend ADF values for bedrooms (1%), 
kitchen (2%) and Living Rooms (1.5%) set out in BS 8206-2.  The 
worst effected rooms are the combined kitchen, living and dining 
rooms serving the 2 ground floor 2-bed flats fronting Bull Lane 
(achieving 0.9% and 1.5% compared to the target value of 2%). The 
bedroom of the 1-bed flat (at rear of West End facing the retail 
access) receives just 0.2% ADF compared to the target value of 1%.  

 
7.32 Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH) – all of the 8 flats achieve 

APSH recommended by BRE 209. 6 flats achieve the APSH for 
winter months recommended in BRE 209. The 2 flats that fall below 
the recommended target value for WPSH (5.0%) are east facing and 
achieve 2% on the ground floor flat and 4.9% on the first floor flat. 
Although these rooms just fall below guidance the overall annual 
probable sunlight hours (APSH) exceeds the 25% recommended 
target. Therefore, it is considered that these 2 flats would receive 
adequate sunlight throughout the year. 

  
7.33 The assessment confirms previous concerns raised, despite the 

increased size of window openings in the amended plans, the ground 
2-bed flats facing Bull Lane will receive limited daylight (particularly 
the single aspect kitchen/living/dining room serving the western most 
flat). These rooms will form poor quality living spaces and will likely 
require electric lighting to be used for the majority of the day.    

 
7.34 With regards to the loss of light to existing adjacent dwellings, i.e. No 

2 Quay Court Vertical Sky Component (VSC) – the assessment 
indicates 6 of the 18 windows assessed would achieve VSC values 
below the recommended 25% and less than 0.8 times their former 
value. 5 of these windows serve No. 2 Quay Court directly opposite 
the proposal (windows W5-W9), however rooms served by W5, W6 
and W8 have secondary windows on the east and west elevations, as 
such the loss daylight to these rooms likely to be less significant. The 
impact to windows W7 (first floor) and W9 (second floor) is less 
significant being marginally below BRE recommendations achieving 
0.63 and 0.75 of the former VSC values. These windows likely serve 
bedrooms and considered less significant than living rooms which are 
used more frequently.  The Annual Probable sunlight hours (APSH) – 
Only 2 windows of the 18 that have been assessed face within 90 
degrees due south. These windows would meet required APSH.  

 
7.35 On balance, considering the existing conditions between No 2 Quay 

Court and the application site and the town centre location, the loss of 
daylight to existing dwellings is not considered significant enough for 
a refusal. 

 
7.36 There were also concerns with regards to the communal garden. The 

external communal amenity space is located on the north side of the 
block and is likely to be overshadowed by the proposed 2.5-3 storey 
block. A cast shadow analysis has not been provided for the 
communal amenity space. However the amendments have 
considerably reduced the size of this space, it is unlikely to form an 
amenity space/garden for the future occupants, as such a BRE 
assessment for this space is no longer required. 

 



7.37 Environmental Health officers have objected to the proposal due to 
the development being surrounded by commercial use and the noise 
this will generate from deliveries at sensitive times of the day.  

 
7.38 With regard to 'adverse impacts' the NPPF refers to the 'Noise Policy 

Statement for England' (NPSE), which defines three categories, as 
follows: 
'NOEL – (No Observed Effect Level) 
* This is the level below which no effect can be detected. In simple 
terms, below this level, there is no detectable effect on health and 
quality of life due to the noise. 
LOAEL – (Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level) 
* This is the level above which adverse effects on health and quality 
of life can be detected. 
SOAEL – (Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level) 
* This is the level above which significant adverse effects on health 
and quality of life occur'. 

 
7.39 The first aim of the NPSE states that significant adverse effects on 

health and quality of life should be avoided. The second aim refers to 
the situation where the impact lies somewhere between LOAEL and 
SOAEL, and it requires that all reasonable steps are taken to mitigate 
and minimise the adverse effects of noise. However, the requirement 
to mitigate and minimise the adverse effects of noise does not mean 
that such adverse effects cannot occur.  

 
7.40 The Planning Practice Guidance provides further detail about how the 

effect levels can be recognised. It is identified that above the NOEL, 
noise becomes noticeable, however it has no adverse effect as it 
does not cause any change in behaviour or attitude. Once noise 
crosses the LOAEL threshold it begins to have an adverse effect and 
consideration needs to be given to mitigating and minimising those 
effects, taking account of the economic and social benefits being 
derived from the activity causing the noise. Increasing noise exposure 
further might cause the SOAEL threshold to be crossed. If the 
exposure is above this level the planning process should be used to 
avoid the effect occurring by use of appropriate mitigation such as by 
altering the design and layout. 

 
7.41 The Noise Policy Statement for England refers to the World Health 

Organisation (WHO) when discussing noise impacts. The WHO 
Guidelines for Community Noise 1999 suggest guideline values for 
internal noise exposure which take into consideration the identified 
health effects and are set, based on the lowest effect levels for 
general populations. Guideline values for annoyance which relate to 
external noise exposure are set at 50 or 55 dB(A), representing day 
time levels below which a majority of the adult population will be 
protected from becoming moderately or seriously annoyed 
respectively. The following guideline values are suggested by WHO: 
* 35 dB LAeq (16 hour) during the day time in noise sensitive rooms 
* 30 dB LAeq (8 hour) during the night time in bedrooms 
* 45 dB LAmax (fast) during the night time in bedrooms 
* 50 dB LAeq (16 hour) to protect majority of population from   
becoming moderately annoyed 
* 55 dB LAeq (16 hour) to protect majority of population from 
becoming seriously annoyed 

 



7.42 The British Standard 8233 "Guidance on sound insulation and noise 
reduction for buildings" 2014 bases its advice on the WHO Guidelines 
and draws further upon the guideline values with regards to internal 
and external noise levels. For internal noise, the British Standard 
8233 sets out: "Where development is considered necessary or 
desirable, despite external noise levels above WHO guidelines, the 
internal target levels may be relaxed by up to 5 dB and reasonable 
internal conditions still achieved".  

 
7.43 With regards to external noise, the BS8233, 2014 sets out: "For 

traditional external areas that are used for amenity space such as 
gardens and patios, it is desirable that the external noise level does 
not exceed 50 dB LAeq, with an upper guidance value of 55 dB LAeq, 
which would be acceptable in noisier environments. However, it is 
also recognised that these guideline values are not achievable in all 
circumstances where development might be desirable. In higher 
noise areas, such as city centres or urban areas adjoining the 
strategic transport network, a compromise between elevated noise 
levels and other factors, such as the convenience of living in these 
locations or making efficient use of land resources to ensure 
development needs can be met, might be warranted. In such a 
situation, development should be designed to achieve the lowest 
practicable levels in these external amenity spaces, but should not be 
prohibited".  

 
7.44 From the original plans, representatives of the Royal Mail had 

concerns with regards to the impact the Royal Mail depot, including 
the substation in terms of noise on future occupants. Within their 
objection, it is outlined the timings and rough numbers of vehicles 
operating at the depot. The proposed development included several 
windows on the north and east elevations and an outdoor amenity 
space which backs onto the rear service yard area. Some of these 
windows serve non habitable rooms, therefore any impacts on these 
rooms are not considered to be significant. However there are 
habitable rooms, many of which are less than 10m from the Royal 
mail depot which could be affected. As the Royal Mail operates at 
sensitive times of day and night, i.e. a 24 hour operation, the 
introduction of habitable rooms means a material change within the 
area. The current arrangement of the service yard allows Royal Mail 
to carry out their activities without the risk of causing any adverse 
noise or disturbance to adjoining occupiers due to the commercial 
context of the surroundings. If future occupiers of the proposed 
development experience harmful levels of noise and disturbance this 
could fail to provide an acceptable living environment for future 
occupants and future noise complaints could threaten the viability of 
the Royal Mail Service. It should be noted that if any resident 
complained to HDC regarding noise, the Environmental Health team 
would have a statutory duty to investigate it and serve notice should a 
statutory nuisance exist. Residents can also take their own legal 
action.  Therefore the Royal mail’s concerns are fully understood. 

 
7.45 A noise report has been submitted by the applicants since the initial 

consultation response. Environmental Health officers continue to 
raise an objection to the scheme. The noise report concluded 
bedrooms would require windows to remain closed and alternative 
ventilation supplied in order for guideline noise limits to be met. In 
addition the amended floor plans and elevations where the applicants 



have moved bedrooms so they no longer have windows directly 
overlooking the Royal Mail site and living rooms have windows on two 
facades. However the post office depot is in close proximity.  This is a 
concern as activity occurs on this site during sensitive hours of the 
night, most nights of the week.  Regular exposure to noise levels at 
03:30 such as those measured would potentially have a detrimental 
impact on residents if not sufficiently mitigated.   

 
7.46 Representatives of the Royal Mail have also continued to object to 

the application. The Noise report highlights that the development 
proposed will receive noise levels of up to 76db from 3:30am in the 
morning when Royal Mail’s sorting operations are at peak. This is 
clearly an unacceptable level of noise for a residential dwelling. It is 
noted the Acoustic Report advises that only by glazing and internal 
ventilation can noise levels be suitably mitigated to acceptable levels. 
Whilst not explicitly stating so, the assumption is made that 
acceptable noise levels can only be achieved by ensuring windows 
are closed at all times.  

 
7.47 The Council is in agreement that the solution of dual aspects is 

clearly not possible based on the layout proposed, which is for single 
aspect bedrooms. If a window can be opened, residents will open it 
when temperatures are high. The only solution is to ensure windows 
are ‘permanently closed’ and enforce a condition to that effect, 
however this is not considered enforceable for residents in a 
habitable environment and could cause health and safety issues.  

 
7.48 Paragraph 182 of the new National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) states “decisions should ensure new development can be 
integrated effectively with existing businesses and community 
facilities. Existing businesses and facilities should not have 
unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a result of development 
permitted after they were established. Where the operation of an 
existing business or community facility could have a significant 
adverse effect on new development (including changes of use) in its 
vicinity, the applicant should be required to provide suitable mitigation 
before the development has been completed’ . This paragraph is 
specifically designed to protect important local businesses. This 
application would clearly place a ‘new sensitive development’ 
immediately adjacent to Royal Mail’s operations in a manner that 
would have an impact upon the quality of life of the residents of that 
new development which is considered to be unacceptable.  

 
7.49 The additional information provided by the applicant in the form of an 

Acoustic Report does not meet the NPPF Paragraph 182 test as it 
does not appropriately mitigate the noise that will be received. To do 
so would require ‘permanent closure’ of windows, which is unrealistic 
to be enforced by condition and likely unacceptable on health and 
safety grounds.  

 
7.50 Whilst it is accepted that the surrounding commercial noise would be 

the same for the proposed occupants as the existing, due to the 
current use of the application site, i.e. retail and office use, this would 
only affect people during the day and not at night when businesses 
are closed unlike residential properties. The applicant has made the 
point that if the 1st floor prior approval was implemented the noise 
would be the same as the future occupants of the proposed scheme. 



However as discussed above, as the proposed scheme would 
provide more residential properties than the prior approval, and in 
effect more residents will be introduced in this sensitive area, 
including some on the ground floor (if planning permission is 
approved), the prior approval has limited weight. 

 
7.51 The revised internal layout would provide an additional screening 

effect, which may be sufficient to reduce internal noise to an 
acceptable level with windows partially open, however this would 
need to be demonstrated by a competent acoustician undertaking the 
necessary calculations, including consideration of the reflections from 
the adjacent commercial building.  The current noise report assesses 
the impact on the previous layout. Environmental health officers 
therefore advise we have insufficient detail to ensure the proposed 
revised layout would provide adequate protection of residential 
amenity. 

 
7.52 The Royal Mail also raised concerns with regards to demolition and 

construction of a large building, and that construction vehicles could 
obstruct their operations. If planning permission were to be granted, 
this would be dealt with via a Construction Management Plan 
condition. 

 
7.53 Because of the harm caused to the neighbouring residential property, 

the proposal would therefore be contrary to Paragraph 127 part f of 
the NPPF, policies H31 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 and 
LP15 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Proposed 
Submission 2017. 

 
 Flood Risk 
 
7.54 The site is within the Environment Agency’s Flood Zone 2 and Flood 

Zone 2 in the Council’s 2017 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(SFRA).  

 
7.55 The application site is located within flood Zone 2, Land having 

between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of river flooding; 
or land having between a 1 in 200 and 1 in 1,000 annual probability of 
sea flooding. Due to the nature of the proposal the Local Planning 
authority have followed the Environment Agency’s Standing Advice.  

 
7.56 Paragraph 164 of the NPPF states applications for some minor 

development and changes of use should not be subject to sequential 
or exception tests but should still meet the requirements for site 
specific flood risk assessments set out in footnote 50. 

 
7.57 The drainage officer has not been consulted on the current proposal 

and very little drainage information has been submitted with the 
application. It states within the application form that any drainage, 
surface water and foul, would be connected to the mains sewers. If 
the application were to be approved it would be considered necessary 
and reasonable to add a surface and foul water drainage condition to 
the decision notice. 

 
7.58 From the submitted Flood Risk Assessment the proposed 

development on the site is considered appropriate with respect to 
flood risk and drainage and is therefore considered to comply with the 



NPPF and the Policy LP5 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
 Access and Transport 
 
7.59 The Local Highway Authority has no objections to the application as it 

is a car free development and there is no proposed movements 
entering and leaving the public highway associated with the proposed 
development. The representatives of the Royal Mail have commented 
that the access to the public highway which future residents would 
use would conflict with the Royal Mails private access and would 
cause health and safety concerns between Royal Mail vehicles and 
residents. However the proposed development is considered to be no 
different to the current situation, office workers using the current 
building would still use the same access. Whilst future residents might 
use the access at different times of the day compared to the office 
any conflict is not considered to be significant enough for a refusal. 

 
7.60 The development is within a sustainable location with good access to 

facilities and public transport. Both Policy T18 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local plan (1995) and LP18 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission 2017 do not have minimum parking 
standards, therefore the applicant is not under a policy obligation to 
provide any parking. Due to the sustainability of the location future 
residents could use other forms of sustainable transport such as 
walking, cycling and public transport. There is also unrestricted on 
street parking available within the Town Centre. The Royal Mail 
representatives and the Urban Design officer commented that no 
cycle parking has been included within the proposed plans, however 
if the application were to be approved, it would be reasonable and 
necessary to request this by condition.  

 
7.61 The proposal is therefore considered to accord with the NPPF, 

policies H31 & T18 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 and 
policies LP17 and LP18 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 
Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
 Archaeology 
 
7.62 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology team were consulted on 

the proposal and their records indicate that the site lies in an area of 
high archaeological potential, located within the heart of the medieval 
core of St Ives between the Market area and the waterfront. 50m to 
the west of the proposed development is the St Ives bridge (National 
Heritage List for England reference 1006865 / Cambridgeshire 
Historic Environment Record reference 03593, incorporating the 
Grade I listed 15th century Chapel of St Ledger (NHLE ref 1161567 / 
CHER ref 03593a) and is one of only a handful of such medieval 
bridge chapels remaining in the country. The bridge crossing would 
have been an important focus of activity in medieval St Ives. Within 
100m to the south-east is the site of a medieval Benedictine priory, 
another Scheduled Ancient Monument (NHLE ref 1128670 / CHER 
ref MCB17272), where archaeological excavation has revealed 
human burials and features associated with the priory (HER No. 
MCB3260). MCB15820. Limited archaeological investigations have 
occurred in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development plot 
due to the built-up character of the area and the high density of 



buildings afforded statutory protection by virtue of their listed status 
located in this area of Bridge Street immediately north of the St Ives 
Bridge. However archaeological investigations conducted only 100-
150m to the south-east between the waterfront and Market Hill have 
consistently revealed evidence of deeply stratified remains dating 
from the Roman, Saxon, Medieval and Post-medieval occupation of 
St Ives, including medieval masonry relating to the Priory, with good 
rates of survival of medieval (and earlier) deposits sealed below post-
medieval and modern overburden (for example CHER refs ECB265, 
ECB1532, ECB3843, ECB4145, ECB2646).  

 
7.63 It is anticipated that similarly deeply-stratified, multi-period remains 

will be identified within the proposed development area. The 
archaeology officers have no objection to the proposal, but did 
recommend an archaeological condition for a written scheme of 
investigation prior to development. Given the above this condition is 
considered reasonable and necessary. Subject to this the proposal is 
considered to be in accordance with Policy LP36 of the 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
 Other Matters 
 
7.64 Within the Urban Design Comments it was stated that a number of 

details are missing which should be included on the plans. However it 
is considered enough information has been submitted for the 
application to be determined. The Urban Design Officer also 
commented on the proposed bin storage, specifically that the store is 
unlikely to be large enough to serve the development. However the 
Operations team have no objection with regards to bins, and as the 
application is being recommended for refusal no further amendments 
on this have been requested. 

 
 Infrastructure Requirements and Planning Obligations 
 
7.65 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 Core 
Strategy 

 
7.66 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 
 
7.67 A Unilateral Undertaking for bins was not submitted as part of the 

application. On this basis the proposal would fail to provide a 
satisfactory contribution to meet the tests within CIL Regulation 122 
and paragraph 204 of the NPPF. The proposal would therefore 
conflict with Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009.  

 
 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL): 
 
7.68 As this planning application is for a minor development, 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 
 
7.69 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.  

 
7.70 In terms of the economic dimension 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 
receipts arising from the development. 

 
7.71 In terms of the social dimension, the site is with a market town, there 

are accessible facilities and services and public transport links nearby 
and the scheme is deliverable. 

 
7.72 However in terms of the environmental impact, despite amendments, 

the excessive size, mass bulk and scale would be visually prominent 
in the street scene when viewed publicly and would be out of keeping 
with the height and scale of the surrounding buildings. The proposal 
also fails to preserve or enhance the heritage assets (the 
conservation area and listed buildings identified in this report) and 
therefore has a significant adverse impact on the character of the 
conservation area and setting of the nearby Grade II listed buildings. 
The harm identified will be less than substantial in terms of the impact 
on the heritage assets (the Listed Buildings and the Conservation 
Area). 

 
7.73 It is also concluded that the development will have a significant 

adverse impact on the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers of the 
property at 2 Quay Court. The proposal would create significant 
overlooking opportunities which would adversely impact the occupiers 
of No. 2 Quay Court and future occupiers of the proposed 
development. 

 
7.74 Due to the proximity of the nearby commercial and residential 

buildings, it is considered the future occupiers of the proposed 
development would have an unacceptable outlook from habitable 
rooms, as well as experiencing a very poor internal living environment 
(in terms of limited daylight into some of the units proposed). 
Combined with the noise from nearby commercial activities, it is 
therefore considered the proposed development would create an 
unacceptable living environment for future occupants. 

 
7.75 Having regard to applicable national and local planning policies, and 

having taken all relevant planning considerations into account, it is 
considered that planning permission should be refused in this 
instance. 

 
 
 



8. RECOMMENDATION  - Refusal for the following 
reasons 

 
1. The proposed 2.5 storey residential block, by virtue of its poor 
design, scale, mass and bulk would be excessively prominent from 
public views and out of keeping with the height and scale of other 
properties in the immediate vicinity. The proposed development 
would therefore have a significantly adversely impact on the special 
character of the conservation area and the setting of the nearby listed 
building at No. 3A Free Church Passage. The harm identified would 
be less than substantial and the public benefits of the proposal will 
not outweigh the harm. The proposal would therefore be contrary to 
Policies En2, EN5, En6, EN9 and En25 of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Plan (1995), LP12, LP13 and LP36 of the Huntingdonshire District 
Council Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 and 
Paragraphs 7, 17, 132 and 134 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). 

                             
2. Following a British Research Establishment (BRE) Assessment (in 
accordance with guidance set out within the BRE Site Layout 
Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: A Guide to Good Practice, Second 
Edition 2011) and British Standard (BS 8206.2) and a BRE Noise 
Impact Assessment, the proposed development would create an 
unacceptable quality of amenity of future occupiers of the proposed 
development with respect to daylight levels coming into habitable 
rooms, outlook from habitable rooms and levels of noise from 
surrounding commercial activities. The applicant has therefore failed 
to demonstrate that the future occupiers of the proposed development 
would have a good standard of amenity. Consequently the proposal 
would be contrary to Paragraphs 127 part f and 182 of the NPPF, 
Paragraph H31 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995 and Policy 
LP15 of the Huntingdonshire District Council Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017. 
 
3. The proposed windows on the south side of the development 
facing Bull Lane would create significant and harmful overlooking 
opportunities into No 2 Quay Court. The proposal would therefore 
result in significant harm to residential amenity of the occupiers of the 
neighbouring residential property at No 2 Quay Court. Consequently 
the proposal would be contrary to H31 of the Huntingdonshire Local 
Plan (1995 and Policy LP15 of the Huntingdonshire District Council 
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017. 

 
4. The application has failed to incorporate adequate provision for 
wheeled bins by virtue of the omission of a unilateral undertaking, 
contrary to the requirements of the Developer Contributions 
Supplementary Planning Document 2011 and Policy LP4 of the Draft 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as 
amended March 2018 for submission). 

 
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 Will Tysterman Senior Development 
Management Officer 01480 388411 



Application Proposed Development Address Recommend Detail 
18/00558/HHFUL Conversion of garage to habitable area, 

additional french doors and internal 
alterations 

22 Constable Road 
St Ives  

Approval Appropriate scale of development  
Effectively Permitted development 

18/00556/FUL Demolition of office and erection of 14 
x 1 & 2 bedroom apartments 
(alternative to existing planning 
permission for conversion and 
extension of offices to create 11 x 1 & 2 
bedroom residential apartments - LPA 
ref. 16/02011/FUL) 

8 New Road  
St Ives  

Approval Subject to:  
Agreement to a construction traffic plan before 
development begins. 
Compliance with DDA access and building 
regulations issues 
The Committee would prefer the original approved 
scheme of 11 apartments 

18/00579/FUL Side extension to provide two flats Darwood House 
The Quadrant 
St Ives  

Refusal External staircase out of keeping with street scene 
and conservation area 
Drawings confusing - some plans show more 
windows than others. This needs clarification. 

18/00799/EXTDET Single storey rear extension (extends 
beyond the rear wall by 4.15m, max 
height 2.76m, height to eaves 2.76m) 

2 Burleigh Road  
St Ives  

Approval Appropriate scale of development 
In keeping with the existing design of the house. 

18/00764/TRCA T1 - Ash: Reduce by 2m on N, and 1m 
to E+W to balance crown which has 
been heavily lopped on other sides to 
clear lights and CCTV cameras. Crown 
raise all around to minimum of 2.5m. 
Deadwood - this will retain form of the 
tree in a balanced manner, as currently 
lopsided, and a risk to footpath users 

22 The Quadrant 
St Ives  

Approval As it is difficult to identify the tree from the drawing 
provided. The Committee is happy to leave the 
decision to the Arboricultural Officer. 
 
 
 



 

18/00527/ADV Consent to display an advertisement 4 Sheep Market  
St Ives  

Approval The Committee has no further comment to make on 
this application. 

18/00437/FUL Change of use of hard standing from an 
airfield to B8 vehicle storage with 
access improvements for a period of 
ten years and erection of car wash 
facility and security kiosk 

RAF Wyton Airfield 
Sawtry Way  
Wyton 

Approval Subject to:   
County Council confirmation that the highways 
access is acceptable and clarification issues raised by 
CCC are answered. 
Agreement to a system of traffic management that 
the A14 and A141 is the only access route to be 
used. 
No extension in operating hours 
Confirmation of arrangements for grey water 
recycling 

18/00583/FUL Remove existing brand signage, ATM, 
non-original fixtures, fittings, furniture 
and equipment relating to the 
operation of the branch 

2 The Pavement  
St Ives  

Approval Materials samples to be agreed with Conservation 
Officers. 
The night safe should be removed if practical. 

18/00584/LBC Remove existing brand signage, ATM, 
non-original fixtures, fittings, furniture 
and equipment relating to the 
operation of the branch 

2 The Pavement  
St Ives  

Approval Materials samples to be agreed with Conservation 
Officers. 
The night safe should be removed if practical. 

18/00588/FUL  Demolition of existing two storey 
retail/office building of 1970s 
construction, to be replaced by a 2.5 
storey residential block comprising 
8No. individual units 

Properties At 1 3 
And 5 Bull Lane  
St Ives  

Approval The Committee welcomes conversion of the 
property to dwellings 
Lighting on Bull Lane should be improved as part of 
the development 
Agreement needed to a construction delivery plan 
with the Post Office together with a clear safe 
passage for pedestrians 
Access via Bull Lane to be maintained throughout 
development 
Assurance needed that the surface in Bull Lane will 



From: DMAdmin
Sent: 22 August 2018 11:15
To: Control, Development (Planning)
Subject: FW: Planning Permission Consultation - Properties At 1 3 And 5 Bull Lane St 

Ives (ref 18/00588/FUL)
Attachments: Mimecast Attachment Protection Instructions; ufm4.pdf

From: Sue Rawlinson [mailto:democratic@stivestowncouncil.gov.uk] 
Sent: 22 August 2018 11:01
To: DMAdmin
Subject: FW: Planning Permission Consultation - Properties At 1 3 And 5 Bull Lane St Ives (ref 
18/00588/FUL)

Mimecast Attachment Protection has deemed this file to be safe, but always exercise caution when opening files.

The Committee’s response to the above application is as follows:

The original recommendation of approval still stands but with the condition that the window design 
should be amended to reflect the findings of the noise report. The findings of the daylight report are 
noted and the minimal impact on adjacent properties is considered acceptable.

Regards
Sue Rawlinson
Committee Clerk

From: Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk <Dmadmin@huntingdonshire.gov.uk> 
Sent: 16 August 2018 08:27
To: Sue Rawlinson <democratic@stivestowncouncil.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Planning Permission Consultation - Properties At 1 3 And 5 Bull Lane St Ives (ref 
18/00588/FUL) 

Dear Parish Clerk,

Please find correspondence from Development Management at Huntingdonshire District Council 
attached to this email in relation to the following application for planning permission.

Proposal: Demolition of existing two storey retail/office building of 1970s construction, to be replaced 
by a 2.5 storey residential block comprising 8No. individual units.

Site Address: Properties At 1 3 And 5 Bull Lane St Ives

Reference: 18/00588/FUL

Opting out of email correspondence
--------------------------------------------------------
We are continually striving to improve the service we deliver to our customers. As part of this we are 



now contacting our customers by email where possible in an effort to provide a faster, more efficient 
service.

If you would prefer not to receive correspondence from us via email you have the right to opt out. If you 
wish to opt out please contact us at the address provided below so that we can remove your email 
details from our records.

Keeping safe on the internet
---------------------------------------------
You should never open a file attached to an email when you do not trust the sender's authenticity.

We will only contact you via email when you have already contacted us in relation to this specific 
application (or one directly related to it) and provided your email address as a contact - we will not 
transfer your contact details between unrelated applications. 

If you have any doubts or concerns relating to this email please contact us directly, our contact details 
are provided below.

Development Management
Huntingdonshire District Council

T: 01480 388388
E: mail@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the 
recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited 
and may be unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived 
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