DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

19 NOVEMBER 2018

Case No:

17/02681/FUL (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION)

Proposal:

ERECTION OF EIGHT DWELLINGS; 1 X FARMHOUSE, 1
X COTTAGE, 1 X DETACHED BARN & 5 X SUB-DIVIDED
BARN STYLE PROPERTIES, DETACHED CAR BARN
AND ASSOCIATED ACCESS AND LANDSCAPING
WORKS

Location:

LAND ADJACENT 31 LUKE STREET EYNESBURY

Applicant:

AWJ USHER AND SONS LTD

Grid Ref:

518419 259610

Date of Registration: 22.12.2017
Parish:

ST NEOTS

RECOMMENDATION

-

REFUSE

This application is referred to Development Management Committee
(DMC) as St Neots Town Council’s recommendation to approve the
application is contrary to the officer recommendation to refuse the
application.
1.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION

1.1

The application relates to a former market garden in a residential area
in St Neots Conservation Area.

1.2

The application is for the erection of eight dwellings; which the
applicant describes as a farmhouse, cottage, detached barn and
subdivided barn style properties and a car barn together with
associated works including combining the access from Luke Street
with the access to the east side which serves the adjoining dwellings
at Sandy Court and providing car parking for 18 cars.

1.3

The application follows the dismissal of an appeal relating to an
application for clearance of existing remaining Market Garden
structures to allow erection of nine dwellings (5 houses, 2 bungalows
& 2 coach houses) and associated works (16/01313/FUL) on
09.11.2017. The appeal was dismissed on two grounds: harm to the
character and appearance of St Neots Conservation Area and harm
to the amenities of the occupiers of 47, 49 and 53 Ferrars Avenue
and 3 Sandy Court.

1.4

The main body of the site lies south and east of the back gardens of
dwellings in Luke Street, south of a small UK Power Networks
substation and north of the back gardens of Ferrars Avenue. The site
is immediately west of Sandy Court: a group of 4 dwellings set back
from Luke Street.

1.5

The access to the site lies between 21 and 31 Luke Street. The
access is currently split into two roads which are distinguished by
their differing surfaces: the western track to the former market garden
is roughly unsurfaced and the eastern road which serves Sandy Court
and the rear of 21 Luke Street is block paved.

1.6

The proposal will entail clearing the remaining Market Garden
structures, including poly tunnel frames and single-storey outbuildings
in poor condition. The site has been cleared of vegetation,
overhanging tree branches have been cut back and the level of the
access track has been reduced to a similar level to the Sandy Court
track.

1.7

The site levels rise gradually from approximately 18.19m in Luke
Street to 18.80m to the south, near Ferrars Avenue.

1.8

The application is accompanied by a Planning, Design, Access and
Heritage Statement, Arboricultural survey by Bob Widd Associates
(January 2018) and a satisfactory wheeled bin unilateral undertaking.

1.9

The site is understood to be in flood zone 1 (low risk).

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 is,
where appropriate, referred to as ‘the NPPF.’

2.5

Planning Practice Guidance including Flood risk and coastal change.

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-communitiesand-local-government
3.

PLANNING POLICIES

3.1

Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995)
• En5: Conservation Area Character
• En6: Design standards in Conservation Areas
• En9: Conservation Areas
• En25: General Design Criteria
• En18: Protection of trees
• CS8: Water management
• En12: Archaeological Implications
• H31: Residential privacy and amenity standards
• H32: Sub-division of large curtilages
• T18: Access requirements for new development
• T19: Footpath provision

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
(as amended March 2018 for submission)
• LP1: Amount of Development
• LP2: Strategy for Development
• LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery
• LP5: Flood Risk
• LP7: Spatial Planning Areas
• LP12: Design Context
• LP13: Design Implementation
• LP15: Amenity
• LP17: Sustainable Travel
• LP18: Parking Provision and vehicle movement
• LP26: Housing Mix
• 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.

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 d ii
of paragraph 11 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. Footnote 6 to
the Framework provides some examples of these restrictive policies,
which include designated heritage assets such as conservation
areas, which is applicable in this case.

3.8

St Neots Neighbourhood Plan (2016):
• A3:
Design
• PT2:
Parking

3.9

Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document
(2017):
• Section 1. Overview
• Introduction with design principles
• 1.2 Purpose of the Design Guide
• 1.3 Objectives of the Design Guide
• 1.4 Status of the Guide
• 1.5 How to use the Design Guide
• 1.6 Design principles
• Section 2. Context and local distinctiveness
• 2.1 Context and local distinctiveness
• 2.2 Huntingdonshire in context
• 2.3 Development strategy

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2.5 Landscape character areas
2.7 Architectural character
Section 3. Place making principles
3.1 Place making principles
3.2 Land use and density
3.3 Place making and hierarchy of movement
3.4 Urban structure and the development block
3.5 Parking and servicing
3.6 Landscape and public realm
3.7 Building form, including privacy
3.8 Building detailing
Section 4 Implementation
4.1 Implementation
4.4 Scenario two: infill and small groups and ‘questions to
consider’

3.10

St Neots Conservation Area Character Assessment 2006 (CACA)The assessment includes the site in the Eynesbury character area
where the environs of the site are described as being close to the
western portal which provides the best access to the riverside from
the original village envelope. The south boundary of the site forms
part of the border of the heritage asset.

3.11

Huntingdonshire
Landscape
and
Townscape
Assessment
Supplementary Planning Document (2007) –Part 4, Chapter on
Market Towns and page 63 (St Neots, Eynesbury)

3.12

Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document (2011)

Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk
4.

PLANNING HISTORY
The application site:

4.1

16/00660/TRCA Tree works Fell trees-T1 T2 T5 T9 - T13 - Prune
side laterals of T3 – T4 T7 T8 back to the boundary line so as to
reduce overhang and shading within the grounds-approved 13th April
2016.

4.2

16/01313/FUL Clearance of existing remaining Market Garden
structures to allow erection of nine dwellings (5 houses, 2 bungalows
& 2 coach houses: 1 x 1-bed dwelling, 2 x 2-bed, 2 x 3-bed and 4 x 4bed dwellings) and associated works refused 26.04.2017 and appeal
dismissed on 09.11.2017 (COPY OF APPEAL DECISION
ATTACHED). It should be noted that although the application
described two of the dwellings as ‘bungalows’ (Plots 5 and 7), plots 5
and 7 in fact incorporated first floor accommodation served by
rooflights and dormers. 7 dwellings were detached and 2 were in a
pair of semi-detached houses.
69 Luke Street Eynesbury St Neots: (site to the west in shape of
upside down T):

4.3

16/00491/FUL Erection of 5 dwellings and associated infrastructure,
demolition of part of existing dwelling and extension to form new

kitchen at 69 Luke Street was refused by Committee in 2016 and the
appeal was dismissed on 21st February 2017 due to harm of the poor
design and character and appearance of the area/conservation area
and outlook/ harm to residential amenity.
4.4

17/01178/FUL Erection of 3 detached single storey dwellings and one
detached dwelling with rooms in the roof together with associated
infrastructure and landscaping. Approved 15.09.2017(COPY
LAYOUT ATTACHED).
Adjacent site - Sandy Court:

4.5

0800742FUL Erection of three dwellings (on a builders yard)
approved 2008.

4.6

0802110FUL Erection of three dwellings approved 2008.

4.7

0901369FUL Erection of detached bungalow refused 2009

4.8

1000061FUL Erection of detached dwelling and garage ((extra
dwelling on part of 2 back gardens) approved 2010.

5.

CONSULTATIONS

5.1

St Neots Town Council –recommend approve:
-In keeping with locality.
-Fits in with local street scene.
-Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
-Makes efficient use of its site.
-Provides high quality, well designed family/starter homes.
-The proposal will enhance the character of the conservation area
(COPY ATTACHED).

5.2

Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) Highways- No objection to
revised plan –(COPY OF CCC HIGHWAYS COMMENTS
ATTACHED).

5.3

CCC Archaeology- No objection subject to an archaeological
investigation condition.

5.4

HDC Environmental Health: No objection subject to land
contamination risk assessment (and if necessary a remediation
strategy) condition to address possible various ground contaminants
such as pesticides, fertilizers, bonfires.

5.5

HDC Operations regarding refuse collection: No Objection: As this
is a private development the refuse vehicles would not enter the site.
Bin collection points would need to be on Luke Street, not adjoining
the substation.

5.6

Cadent: No objection but due to the presence of Cadent apparatus
(gas pipes and associated equipment), the contractor should contact
Cadent Plant Protection before carrying works out at the site. (Officer
note: this advice has been referred to the applicant).

5.7

UK Power Networks regarding substation- No reply received.

6.

REPRESENTATIONS

6.1

2 objections received from nearby residential occupiers:
*45 Ferrars Avenue:
1. The windows of Plot 2 will directly overlook the rear gardens of
45/47 Ferrars Avenue.
2. The extra landscaping near the Sub Station, on the proposed
approach will narrow the already tight access.
3. The parking provision for eight dwellings is very limited and will
lead to parking on turning areas and property frontages. Plot 1 is
allocated parking approximately 15metres away. Plot 5 is required to
walk 30m to park. Itis highly likely there will be at the very least two
cars per house 16 cars.
*39 Luke Street-objection to this application on the same grounds as
the previous application. The surrounding area cannot support
additional traffic, nor is access possible for large vehicles such as
removal vans, lorries, or emergency service equipment.
The bend in the road makes clear visibility when exiting the site
impossible. Use of this access presents a risk to pedestrians, cyclists
and moving and stationary vehicles.

7.

ASSESSMENT

7.1

The principal, important and controversial issues to consider are:
• Principle of a residential development,
• Layout, design and impact on the character and appearance
of the conservation area,
• Trees,
• Impact on residential amenity,
• Access/parking/highway safety.
Principle of a residential 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. In this case 2 x 4 bed and 6 x 3 bed dwellings are proposed.

7.3

The development is considered to be appropriately located in the
built-up area of the market town when considered in terms of
settlement policies CS3 of the Core Strategy and LP 7 of the
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission). Therefore a residential
development is acceptable in principle in terms of settlement policy.
These policies are consistent with the NPPF, particularly paragraph 8,
which details the three dimensions of sustainable development, and
can be given significant weight. However, the proposal needs to be
acceptable, not only in terms of settlement policy, but also with
regards to other issues which are considered below.
Layout, design and
conservation area

7.4

character

and

appearance

of

the

Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 requires that ‘special attention shall be paid to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance’

of a conservation area. The National Planning Policy Framework
states that great weight should be given to the conservation of a
heritage asset and that significance can be harmed or lost through
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset and any harm or loss
should require clear and convincing justification (Paras 193 and 194
2018). Paragraph 124 of the NPPF (2018) states that good design is
a key aspect of sustainable development and is indivisible from good
planning. Paragraph 127 aims to ensure development, amongst
other issues, is sympathetic to local character and history, including
the surrounding built development and landscape setting, while not
preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation of change (such as
increased densities). Paragraph 130 states that permission should be
refused for development of poor design that fails to take the
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an
area and the way it functions, taking into account any local design
standards or style guises in plans or supplementary planning
documents.
7.5

The local policies support this stance and seek a high standard of
design and developments that fit in well with their surroundings. The
Design Guide (2017) also makes it clear (for example at Sections 1.1
and 1.3) that the existing context and grain of area should be
considered and developments should harmonise with their
surroundings.

7.6

The CACA explains that this part of the Conservation Area (CA) was
once a separate village that has been subsumed by the expansion of
St Neots. The CACA does not refer to the application site in the
detailed character analysis of the Eynesbury Character Area, but
Luke Street is identified as part of an irregular network of streets. The
Inspector, in determining the recent appeal, noted that ‘Within these
streets many of the residential properties are period style terraced
houses located in small plots and set at the back edge of the
pavement or behind small gardens. As a consequence Luke Street
has a tight linear grain with the buildings arranged on discernible
building lines that frame and create the street. This arrangement
becomes looser between the appeal site and Eynesbury Green.’ In
addition, it should be noted that the rear gardens of 47-65 Luke Street
(north of plot 3 and west of plots 4-8) are long and narrow. The rear
gardens of properties along Ferrars Avenue (immediately south of the
application site) are short and squat.

7.7

The site is constrained by its confined location behind properties in
Luke Street and Ferrars Avenue and next to Sandy Court, as well as
its awkward tapered shape to the south-west.

7.8

The current scheme is for 8 dwellings, five in a terrace and 3
detached and a detached car port. All the buildings would be close to
the site boundaries. For example:
* the house on plot 1 is approximately 1m from the east boundary
with Sandy Court,
* the north wing of plot 2 is 1.5m from the boundary with 3 Sandy
Court and less than 3m from the house at 3 Sandy Court,
* the south wing of plot 2 is a minimum distance of 2.7m from the
boundary with 47 Ferrars Road and 6m from the boundary with 45
Ferrars Road,

* the house on plot 3 is a minimum of 1m from the boundary with 51
Ferrars Road and 0.35m from the south boundary of 47 Luke Street’s
rear garden and
* the houses on plots 4-8 range from approximately 5.4m to 7m from
the boundary with 47 Luke Street’s rear garden.
7.9

In addition, the proposed parking areas are very close to the north
and south boundaries, and the north-western 3 bay car port is close
to the west and north boundaries, leaving negligible space, in
particular frontage and publicly accessible spaces around the
development, for landscaping , and negligible space to help integrate
the scheme into its setting. The result is a very cramped and
harmfully discordant appearance. Additionally, the position of Plots 1
and 2 and their layout would also result in the scheme turning its back
on the development at Sandy Court and plot 1 offers a visually poor
north elevation to the access from Luke Street which does not
enhance the view into the site. The north elevation could be revised
by condition e.g. to secure the appearance of a principal elevation but
this change would not overcome the concern about the cramped
nature of the development.

7.10

The Inspector considered that the ‘rationale of punctuating the view
along the site access from Luke Street in some form or another is a
sound one’. This has been attempted with plot 1 but it would be
cramped against its east boundary which does not preserve the
appearance of the conservation area.

7.11

Like the appeal scheme, the publically accessible parts of the
development would be dominated by hard surfaces which would
provide few opportunities for meaningful landscaping within the street
scene of the development, which is necessary to break up its form.
There would also be limited opportunities for landscaping around the
boundaries of the site, given the proximity of the development to the
boundaries. There is space for planting in the rear gardens of plots 1
and 2 (to the south) and 4-8 (to the west) but any tree planting would
be likely to result in shading of the rear of those houses and pressure
to remove the planting. The Inspector’s comment on the last appeal
applies to the current scheme: ‘The lack of space for meaningful
landscaping is particularly important given the site’s ‘ back land’
location to the rear of properties in Luke Street and Ferrars Road,
which is a verdant area with a sense of openness’. The development
would jar with the surroundings and the advice in the Design Guide
SPD which seeks to secure a well landscaped public realm.

7.12

The Inspector’s following comment on the last scheme still applies:
‘the surrounding built form of the CA is broadly characterised by
groups of terraced houses which exhibit an original uniformity, which
is still evident. It is considered that the proposed scheme, which
entails a ‘farmhouse, cottage, detached barn and subdivided barn
style properties’ and a ‘car barn’ needs to be more uniform in
architectural style and scale to fit in better with the CA.

7.13

Officers had previously objected to the combining of the two access
tracks for visual and character reasons but the Inspector did not
share the concern that the width of the carriageway would jar with the
width of Luke Street. The Inspector considered that the proposed
landscaping and unifying the hard surface materials of the two tracks

would improve the street scene. Therefore, it would be unreasonable
to object to the proposed combined road width now. The details of the
hard and soft landscaping of the track could have been secured by
condition.
7.14

The applicant has attempted to secure a scheme more in keeping
with part of Luke Street by including a terrace of houses. However,
the terrace is located too close to the back/west boundary, and would
therefore appear cramped and obtrusive, especially as the long easst
facing elevation of the proposed terrace will be highly prominent when
one enters the site from the widened access way.

7.15

It is also considered that enhancement to the fenestration of the units
is required. The north elevation of plot 1 is prominent in views on the
approach to the site but the fenestration is unbalanced and
considered to be visually poor.

7.16

In addition, the Conservation Team Leader advises that:
* the three feature arched windows to the front of the proposed
terrace have little relevance to the area and
* other windows on the front at first floor level are too small with the
area of masonry between the head of the ground floor windows and
the sill of the first floor windows being too great.
* The height of the roof appears excessive but no street scene
drawing has been submitted to compare the height of the terrace with
the height of the existing terrace to the north.

7.17

A condition could secure a revised elevational treatment and features
such as chimneys and substantial cills that are generally a feature of
Luke Street to help to break up the visual bulk of the terrace and
enhance it. However, amendments to the elevations would not
overcome the concern about the cramped layout of the development.

7.18

The CACA refers to the village history of the area, and the barn-like
character for a terrace could be appropriate in a village. However, it is
considered that a barn-like character for the terrace on this site is not
in keeping with its setting as this back land infill site is accessed is
through an area characterised by a highly urban terraced housing on
Luke Street. It is acknowledged that behind the site is a looser form of
semi-detached units on Ferrars Avenue and it is considered that a
mews typology could be more appropriate for the site.
The NPPF and the planning balance

7.19

Considerable weight and importance should be given to the
avoidance of harm to the conservation area. The presumption against
the avoidance of harm is a statutory one, it is not irrefutable but can
only be outweighed only if there are material considerations that are
powerful enough to do so.

7.20

The proposal will cause harm to the significance of St Neots CA. This
level of harm is considered to be less than substantial (NPPF para
196 applies). However there is a statutory duty to avoid harm to this
designated heritage asset.

7.21

The provision of market housing in an accessible location and the
reuse of an unused site provide an element of public economic and

social benefits but these are considered to be insufficient to outweigh
the harm caused to the conservation area and our special duty to
avoid harm. The public economic benefits (market housing and
construction during employment) are given limited weight as the
council can demonstrate a five year supply of housing sites and as
that employment benefits during construction come forward on all
developments. Furthermore, the harm to the CA is not accompanied
by clear and convincing justification. The NPPF requires great weight
to be given to the conservation of designated heritage asset (para
193). It is considered that the proposal would result in harm to the
significance of this part of the CA and that the character and
appearance of the CA would not be preserved.
7.22

To conclude, it is considered that the development as proposed
would appear unduly cramped, due to the lack of space around the
buildings, which with the undue dominance of hard landscaping for
vehicles, a lack of space for adequate soft landscaping, and the lack
of cohesion in the design and form of the dwellings, and poor design
details (such as in the prominent north elevation of plot 1 and the
front/east elevation of plots 4-8) would result in a poor quality
development which would detract from the appearance of the site, the
special character and appearance of the St Neots Conservation Area,
and surrounding area. The existence of a variety of dwellings and
layouts in the area, including the variety of backland dwellings at
Sandy Court (which contrasts with the frontage position and more
consistent design and form of dwellings in three adjoining areas at
Ferrars Avenue, 47-65 and 31-45 Luke Street) and the scheme at is
noted but does not justify a harmful proposal. The proposal does not
take best advantage of the opportunities for improving the character
and quality of the area and the way it functions, as sought by
paragraph 130 of the NPPF 2018 and should be refused. The
proposal does not conserve or enhance the historic environment or
respond positively to its context or appear to draw inspiration from the
key characteristics of its surroundings or contribute positively to the
area’s character and identify or successfully integrate with adjoining
buildings and spaces as required by policies LP2 LP12 LP13 and
LP36 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission
2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission).

7.23

As stated, the harm to the designated heritage asset would be less
than substantial (as set out in the NPPF and therefore the harm has
to be weighed against the public benefits) but the limited public
benefits of the development such as extra market dwellings and the
employment associated with the construction, would not outweigh the
harm caused.

7.24

The proposal is considered to be contrary to the requirements of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act and NPPF
(2018) to preserve or enhance a conservation area and contrary to
the requirements of the NPPF to take best advantage of the
opportunities for improving the character and quality of the area. The
proposal is also considered to be contrary to policies En5 En6 En9
En25 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration (2002), CS1 of the Adopted
Core Strategy 2009, LP2 LP12 LP13 and LP36 of Huntingdonshire’s
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March
2018 for submission), policy A3 of the St Neots Neighbourhood Plan

(2016), and the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design Guide
Supplementary Planning Document 2017.
Trees
7.25

Several trees overhang the site from Luke Street and Ferrars Road
and they are visible from outside the site. The trees in Luke Street
have some protection due to their location in the Conservation Area.
The applicant’s Arboricultural report suggests that two out of five
trees closest to the development are category B and three are
category C. The proposed Tree Protection Plan shows that all 5 can
be retained but T3 (an Ash) would immediately adjoin and be likely to
shade plot 2 and T7 (a sycamore) would immediately adjoin and be
likely to shade the dwelling on plot 3. There is likely to be pressure to
lop or fell the trees in future but as the trees have previously been
lopped back to the site boundary under a tree works consent and so
their positive contribution to conservation area and landscape
character is now very limited, and the threat to them through the
proposed development would not amount to a reasonable reason for
refusal.
Residential Amenity

7.26

There is likely to be more noise and disturbance with the intensified
use of the access and site by the development compared to the
former market garden. However, it is considered that it would be
unreasonable to refuse the application on this basis.

7.27

As accesses exist, it is considered that it would be unreasonable to
refuse the application for loss of privacy for the 21 and 31 Luke Street
associated with use of the access.

7.28

However, the effect of the new dwellings, especially plots 2-8, on
neighbour amenity in terms of potential overbearing, overshadowing,
loss of privacy and harm to outlook has to be assessed.

7.29

Plot 2: The dwelling on plot 2 would be 1.5m from the east boundary
with 3 Sandy Court and approximately 3m from, and parallel to, the
eastern side of 3 Sandy Court. 3 Sandy Court has 4 first floor
rooflights facing the roof and 5.85m high ridge above damp proof
course (dpc) of the gable end of plot 2. It is considered that the bulk
of Plot 2 is so close to the back/ west elevation of no. 3 that the
outlook for no. 3 will be harmed. However, as the roofline of the
building on plot 2 is varied with only the ridge being as high as 5.85m,
the outlook from the first floor windows and the ground floor windows
is not so harmed as to merit a refusal on amenity grounds relating to
3 Sandy Court. Plot 2 will result in some shading of 3 Sandy Court
and overbearing effects and but it is considered that those aspects
will not be so significant as to merit the refusal of the application.

7.30

An Ash tree T3 on 47 Ferrars Road’s rear garden may or may not be
retained. This currently provide a partial screen to plot 2 but the
screening would be lost when the tree was not in leaf. If the four firstfloor rear bedroom rooflights of plot 2 are designed for escape, with
cills no higher than 1.1m, there will be overlooking of 45 and 47
Ferrars Road. The rooflights provide the only light for the bedrooms

and they are approximately 3.2-5.2m from the boundary of the rear
gardens of 45 and 47 Ferrars Road.
7.31

There was a similar concern about overlooking with the previous
scheme and the Inspector suggested that the rooflights could instead
be relocated to the north elevation of similar plots. However this
would result in a total of 5 rooflights on the north/ front elevation of
plot 2 which would detract from the appearance of the building. As
submitted, it is considered that the proposal should be rejected on the
basis of the adverse overlooking of, and loss of privacy to, 45 and 47
Ferrars Road

7.32

Whilst the 2 high level rooflights serve a vaulted lounge on the ground
floor will not harm privacy of any neighbours.

7.33

Plot 3: The house has an eaves height at 3.45m above dpc and two
roof ridges of 6.21 above dpc north of 49 and 51 Ferrars Avenue’s
rear gardens. The side of the house would be approximately only 1m
away from the boundary with 51 at the narrowest point and it will
potentially dominate the view from the rear of no. 51. However, on
balance, it is considered that the bulk and height of plot 3 has been
adequately designed and ‘broken up’ and positioned to avoid undue
harm to the amenities of the occupiers of 51 Ferrars Avenue by
reason of undue harm to outlook or undue overbearing effects.

7.34

The dwelling on plot 3 would be located south of the long rear garden
of 47 Luke Street. There is a large sycamore tree (T7) on 47’s rear
garden which may or may not be retained, which currently provides a
partial screen. It is considered that although the dwelling on plot 3 will
be likely to shade a small part of the bottom of the garden of 47 Luke
Street, the shading will not be so significant as to cause undue harm
to amenity due to the distance of that part of the garden from the
house at 47 (over 40m away). It is also considered that the distance
between the house in Luke Street and the building on plot 3 will not
cause undue harm to outlook from the rear of no.47.

7.35

Plot 3 will however, shade the very small private amenity space/rear
garden and the rear kitchen of plot 4 due to the proximity of the
northern gable end to plot 4’s garden and it’s rear kitchen.

7.36

Plots 4-8: The proximity of the proposed terrace to the rear garden of
47 Luke Street will result in adverse overlooking and loss of privacy to
the occupiers of 47 Luke Street caused by the 10 first floor rear/ west
facing bedroom windows and the adverse dominating effect and harm
to the outlook due to the length and height of the proposed building
for a significant length of 47’s rear garden.

7.37

The north-western car port will cause some shading of the neighbours
gardens but it is considered that the building would be low enough to
avoid undue harm.

7.38

To sum up, the proposal is considered to harm the amenities of the
occupiers of:
* 45 and 47 Ferrars Avenue due to the adverse overlooking and loss
of privacy from plot 2’s four first-floor rear bedroom rooflights if the
rooflights are designed for escape with cills no higher than 1.1m.

* 47 Luke Street, due to the proximity of the proposed terrace (plots
4-8) to 47 Luke Street’s rear garden and adverse overlooking and
loss of privacy due to the 10 first floor rear/ west facing bedroom
windows and the adverse dominating effect and harm to the outlook
due to the length and height of the proposed terrace building for a
significant length of 47’s rear garden.
7.39

In addition, the proposal is considered to offer poor residential
amenity levels to the occupiers of plot 4 due to the proximity and
height of the northern gable end of Plot 3 which will significantly
shade the very small private amenity space/rear garden and the rear
kitchen of plot 4.

7.40

The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policies H31 of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan Alteration 2002, CS1 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Development Framework Core Strategy 2009, and LP15 of
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission), paragraph 127 of the
NPPF 2018 which seeks a high standard of amenity for existing and
future place users and the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design
Guide Supplementary Planning Document(2017).
Access/Parking/Highway Safety

7.41

The proposal replaces two adjoining accesses (one for the former
market garden and the other for Sandy Court) with one access and
an on-site turning head is provided.

7.42

The County Highways Officer advises that the achievable vehicle
visibility splays are slightly less than required for the 85%ile speed but
the access is acceptable because the proposal will be safer than the
existing substandard access, due to better visibility and access width
(5m for a distance of 10m from the edge of the carriageway of Luke
Street, instead of approximately 3.35m wide).

7.43

It is considered that the proposed layout and the provision of 18 car
parking spaces for 8 dwellings are both acceptable. There is space
on the site to enable this to be provided securely. The site plan shows
adequate space for emergency vehicles.

7.44

Third parties are concerned about the access width but the previous
appeal inspector has accepted the proposal to combine the two
tracks and incorporate landscaping and so it would be unreasonable
to refuse the access now.

7.45

Third parties are concerned about the overspill parking if the parking
provision is inadequate. However, if the scheme had been approved
and, as is likely the new road, is not adopted, the property owners
would need to manage the keeping the communal turning spaces and
paths and grounds clear (together with a suitable landscaping
treatment to try to deter inappropriate parking).

7.46

The proposal therefore accords with policies T18 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) and LP17 and LP18 of
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission) and St Neots

Neighbourhood Plan and NPPF 2018 paragraph 108 that requires
safe and suitable access to the site for all people.
Other matters:
7.47

Wheeled bin provision: The applicant has submitted a wheeled bins
unilateral undertaking which makes satisfactory provision for refuse
and complies with the requirements of the NPPF and CIL regulations
and Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009, the requirements of the
Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 2011
and Policy LP4 of Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed
Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission). This
requirement meets the tests of the Framework paragraph 204 and
section 122 of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.
Two of the numerous examples of appeals where Inspectors have
accepted that a bin undertaking is reasonable include applications
reference 17/00063/OUT and 17/00617/FUL which were both
dismissed on 30.5.2018.
Conclusion

7.48

The applicant has neither taken the opportunity to submit a
preliminary enquiry scheme after the appeal was dismissed nor to
revise the current scheme adequately to overcome the concerns
about the character and appearance of the area and neighbour
amenity during the processing of the application. It is considered that
the number and scale of dwellings and extent of hard landscaping
should be reduced to achieve more soft landscaping and to increase
the sense of openness in the development. Two examples of possible
changes are for example that Plot 1 could be deleted to create a
central landscape feature to enhance the development and allow the
terrace to be moved east away from 47 Luke Street.

7.49

The development the subject of this application, which officers have
to consider, is considered to fail to comply with the relevant national
and local policy as the development would not fit in well with the
surroundings and the proposal would harm the character and
appearance of the conservation area and the amenities of the
occupiers of 45 and 47 Ferrars Avenue and 47 Luke Street.

7.50

The provision of the additional dwellings and generation of temporary
employment with the proposed building works are insufficient to
outweigh the heritage harm that the scheme would cause. The
Council has demonstrated an adequate housing land supply at the
recent examination of the emerging Local Plan and therefore only
limited weight can be attributed towards the proposal on housing
supply grounds.

8.

RECOMMENDATION
reasons

-

Refusal for the following

1. The development would appear unduly cramped, due to the lack of
space around the buildings, which with the undue dominance of hard
landscaping for vehicles, a lack of space for adequate soft
landscaping, and the lack of cohesion in the design and form of the
dwellings, and poor design details such as in the prominent north
elevation of plot 1 and the east elevation of plots 4-8, would result in a

poor quality development which would detract from the appearance of
the site, the special character and appearance of the St Neots
Conservation Area and surrounding area. The proposal does not
take best advantage of the opportunities for improving the character
and quality of the area and the way it functions, as sought by
paragraph 130 of the NPPF 2018. The proposal does not conserve or
enhance the historic environment or respond positively to its context
or appear to draw inspiration from the key characteristics of its
surroundings or contribute positively to the area’s character and
identify or successfully integrate with adjoining buildings and spaces.
The harm to the designated heritage asset would be less than
substantial (as set out in the NPPF and therefore the harm has to be
weighed against the public benefits) but the limited public benefit of
the development such as extra market dwellings and the employment
associated with the construction, would not outweigh the harm
caused.
The proposal is considered to be contrary to the requirements of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act and NPPF
(2018) to preserve or enhance a conservation area and contrary to
the requirements of the NPPF to take best advantage of the
opportunities for improving the character and quality of the area. The
proposal is also considered to be contrary to policies En5 En6 En9
En25 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration (2002), CS1 of the Adopted
Core Strategy 2009, LP2 LP12 LP13 and LP36 of Huntingdonshire’s
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March
2018 for submission), policy A3 of the St Neots Neighbourhood Plan
(2016), and the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design Guide
Supplementary Planning Document 2017.
2. The proposal will harm the amenities of the occupiers of:
Nos. 45 and 47 Ferrars Avenue due to the adverse overlooking and
loss of privacy from plot 2’s four first-floor rear bedroom rooflights if
the rooflights are designed for escape with cills no higher than 1.1m.
No. 47 Luke Street, due to the proximity of the proposed terrace
(plots 4-8) to No. 47 Luke Street’s rear garden and adverse
overlooking and loss of privacy due to the 10 proposed first floor rear/
west facing bedroom windows and the adverse dominating effect and
harm to the outlook due to the length and height of the proposed
terrace building for a significant length of 47’s rear garden.
In addition, the proposal is considered to offer poor amenities to the
occupiers of plot 4 due to the proximity and height of the northern
gable end of Plot 3 which will significantly shade the very small
private amenity space/rear garden and the rear kitchen of plot 4.
The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policies H31 of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan Alteration 2002, CS1 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Development Framework Core Strategy 2009, and LP15 of
Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017
(as amended March 2018 for submission), paragraph 127 of the
NPPF 2018 which seeks a high standard of amenity for existing and

future place users and the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design
Guide Supplementary Planning Document(2017).
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 Sheila Lindsay Senior Development
Management Officer 01480 388247

St Neots Town Council
Planning Committee

Schedule of Plans - 18th January 2018
PLAN
NO.

RECEIVED

REFERENCE

1

02/01/2018

17/02664/TREE

Various works- see documents

21 The Paddock Eaton Ford St Neots PE19 7SA

2

27/12/2018

17/02408/FUL

Retrospective change of use from peppercorns dance studio to domestic house

3

28/12/2018

17/02678/HHFUL

Proposed single storey Annexe in rear garden.

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

LOCATION

APPLICANT

RESPONSE DUE

PROPOSER/2ND

SNTC DECISION

NOTES

Mrs Janet Harvey

19/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Tree to be felled over a period of time in accordance with best arboricultural practice

The Studio 158A St Neots Road Eaton Ford St Neots PE19 7AD

Mr Alan James De'ath

19/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Wainwright

Approved

We consider that the proposal would assimilate itself to the existing part of the town.
The committee would like to recommend that the neighbour comments are taken into consideration.

8 School Lane Eaton Socon St Neots PE19 8HN

Mrs Newark

19/01/2018

Cllr Dunford
Cllr Wainwright

Approved

Minimum impact on neighbours.
Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.

4

28/12/2017

17/02681/FUL

Erection of eight dwellings; 1 x farmhouse, 1 x cottage, 1 x detached barn & 5 x sub-divided barn
style properties, detached car barn and associated access and landscaping works

Land Adjacent 31 Luke Street Eynesbury

AWJ Usher And Sons Ltd

19/01/2018

Cllr Dunford
Cllr Maslen

Approved

In keeping with locality.
Fits in with local street scene.
Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Provides high quality, well designed family/starter homes.
The proposal will enhance the character of the conservation area.

5

29/12/2017

17/01864/OUT

2/3 bedroom dwelling with off-road parking for 1 car and small rear garden

5 Mountfort Close Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2NH

Mr John Wilmott

19/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Within a sustainable location.

6

28/12/2017

17/02689/HHFUL

Single storey side extension

40 Flawn Way Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2JT

Mr Barker

19/01/2018

Cllr Usher
Cllr Maslen

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.

7

27/12/2017

17/02692/HHFUL

single storey rear extension

18 Edward Road Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2QF

Mr Lee Davis

19/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.

8

03/01/2018

17/02661/HHFUL

Two storey rear extension and Juliet balcony added to the existing master bedroom

8 Saviles Close Eaton Ford St Neots PE19 7GD

Mr Byatt

24/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Usher

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.

9

05/01/2018

17/02080/HHFUL

Single and two storey rear extension, first floor side extension (above garage) and porch.

83 Longsands Road St Neots PE19 1TW

Ms Sherman

19/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.

10

08/01/2018

17/02480/HHFUL

Replacement of existing brick boundary wall to front of property with new dwarf wall cast iron
railings and gates

34 Avenue Road St Neots PE19 1LJ

Mr Nicholas Dutton

29/01/2018

Cllr Usher
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Improves the property.
The proposal will enhance the character of the conservation area.

11

08/01/2018

17/02682/LBC

Alterations to Convert Old Forge to Residential Units

Land At And Including The Old Forge And 22 High Street St Neots

Coriolis St Neots Ltd

29/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Makes efficient use of its site

12

08/01/2018

17/02545/LBC

Retrospective application for replacement rear patio window and door

20 St Marys Street Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2TA

Mr Simon Zutshi

29/01/2018

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Minimum impact on neighbours

13

02/01/2018

12 Beech Grove St Neots PE19 1HE

Mr & Mrs Hankinson

23/01/2018

Cllr Dunford
Cllr Maslen

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.

14

10/01/2018

15 - 16 Howard Road Eaton Socon St Neots PE19 8ET

Boardcraft Ltd

31/01/2018

Cllr Usher
Cllr Maslen

Approved

Will have no negative impact on the wider landscape character of the area

17/02668/HHFUL 2 storey side extension and single storey rear extension

17/02637/FUL

Regularisation of existing Dust Extraction & Biomass Equipment and proposed associated Acoustic
Enclosures

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Chairman

Development Management Committee
Application Ref: 17/02681/FUL

Date Created: 06/02/2018

Location:St Neots
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PLANNING CONSULTATION RESPONSE
Economy, Transport & Environment
To Sheila Lindsay
Huntingdonshire District Council
Pathfinder House
St Marys Street
Huntingdon
PE29 3TN

App Reference: 17/02681/FUL
Date IN : 03/01/18 Date Out : 19/01/18

Highway Development Management
Cambridgeshire County Council
West Highways Division
Stanton House, Stanton Way
Stukeley Road
Huntingdon
Cambs PE29 6PY

Contact: Robin Hobbs

RE: Application description
Proposal: Erection of eight dwellings; 1 x farmhouse, 1 x cottage, 1 x detached barn
& 5 x sub-divided barn style properties, detached car barn and associated access and
landscaping works
Location: Land Adjacent 31 Luke Street Eynesbury
That proposed looks to be similar in nature to previous application 16/01313/ful with
the highway connection the same as within that application. Internal parking and
turning have also been provided and look to be adequate. Given the above I therefore
submit the original consultation response with amendments to plan references
.
I refer to the latest plan provided JLG506 /10B. Indicating the proposed and existing
situations regarding the vehicle to vehicle visibility, access width and pedestrian
splays.
Whilst the vehicle visibility splays are slightly less than those required for the 85%ile
speed I am mindful to accept that which is achievable given that it is an improvement
over the already substandard access in use.
In addition to the improvement to vehicle to vehicle visibility it is noted that the access
width is to be increased to 5m in width which is suitable to accommodate the
additional vehicular movements generated by this development.
Given the above improvements I would have no objections to that proposed, please
append the recommended conditions to any consent granted.

This development will result in a total number of 13 dwellings being served from a
private drive. Your authority needs to consider the implications of this.

HDMC 10
Notwithstanding the provision of Class A of Schedule 2, Part 2 of the
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995, (or any
order revoking, amending or re-enacting that order) no gates shall be erected across
the approved access unless details have first been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason:

In the interests of highway safety.

HDMC 13
The access shall be a minimum width of 5m, for a minimum distance of
10m measured from the near edge of the highway carriageway.
Reason:

In the interests of highway safety.

HDMC 14
Prior to the first occupation of the development the vehicular access
where it crosses the public highway shall be laid out and constructed in accordance
with the Cambridgeshire County Council construction specification.
Reason:
the site.

In the interests of highway safety and to ensure satisfactory access into

HDMC 17
Prior to the first occupation of the development the proposed on-site
parking and turning area shall be laid out, in accordance with the approved plan and
thereafter retained for that specific use.
Reason: To ensure the permanent availability of the parking / manoeuvring area, in
the interests of highway safety.
HDMC 19
Prior to the first occupation of the development (or prior to the
commencement of the proposed use) visibility splays shall be provided each side of
the vehicular access in full accordance with the details indicated on the submitted
plan No JLG506 /10B
The splays shall thereafter be maintained free from any obstruction exceeding 0.6m
above the level of the adjacent highway carriageway.
Reason:

In the interests of highway safety.

HDMC 26
The access shall be constructed with adequate drainage measures to
prevent surface water run-off onto the adjacent public highway, in accordance with a
scheme submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason:

To prevent surface water discharging to the highway.

INFORMATIVES
The applicant should be informed that they will need to enter a short form 278
agreement with the highway authority for the works within the highway prior to their
commencement.
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Agenda Item 4b
April 24th 2017

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
Case No:

16/01313/FUL (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION)

Proposal:

CLEARANCE OF EXISTING REMAINING MARKET
GARDEN STRUCTURES TO ALLOW ERECTION OF NINE
DWELLINGS (5 HOUSES, 2 BUNGALOWS & 2 COACH
HOUSES) AND ASSOCIATED WORKS

Location:

LAND ADJACENT 31 LUKE STREET EYNESBURY

Applicant:

AWJ USHER & SONS LTD

Grid Ref:

518419 259610

Date of Registration: 09.08.2016
Parish:

ST NEOTS
RECOMMENDATION

-

REFUSE

This application has been referred to committee as St Neots Town
Council’s recommendation to approve the application is contrary to the
Officer recommendation to refuse the application.
1.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION

1.1

The application relates to a former market garden in a residential area
in St Neots Conservation Area. The main body of the site lies south
and east of the back gardens of dwellings in Luke Street, south of a
small fenced UK Power Networks substation and north of the back
gardens of Ferrars Avenue. The site is immediately west of Sandy
Court: a group of 4 dwellings set back from Luke Street.

1.2

The access to the site lies between 21 and 31 Luke Street. The
access is currently split into two roads which are distinguished by
their differing levels, surfacing and a partial dividing fence: the
western track to the former market garden is unsurfaced and at a
slightly higher level than the surfaced eastern road which serves
Sandy Court and the rear of 21 Luke Street.

1.3

The market garden buildings to be removed include poly tunnels and
single-storey outbuildings. The site has been cleared of vegetation.
The site levels rise gradually from approximately 18.19m in Luke
Street to 18.8m to the south near Ferrars Avenue.

1.4

The proposal is to clear the remaining Market Garden structures to
allow erection of nine dwellings (5 houses, 2 bungalows & 2 coach
houses) and associated works. The proposal is for 1 x 1-bed dwelling,
2 x 2-bed, 2 x 3-bed and 4 x 4 bed dwellings. It should be noted that
although the application describes two of the proposed dwellings as
bungalows, they incorporate first floor accommodation served by
rooflights and dormers.

1.5

The application has been amended during processing for example by
widening the proposed access road, by combining the access from
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Luke Street with the access to Sandy Court to improve visibility and
safety and by improving the turning head.
1.6

The applicant has also recently submitted an alternative layout
(drawing JLG506/00 rev G) which includes a strip of landscaping
along part of the west side of the access next to 31 Luke Street. The
drawing should be considered at the same time as the layout without
the extra landscaping (drawing JLG506/00 rev F).

1.7

The application is accompanied by a Planning, Design, Access and
Heritage Statement, Arboricultural survey by Bob Widd Associates
and a wheeled bin unilateral undertaking.

1.8

The site is understood to be in flood zone 1 (low risk).

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 - and outlines the presumption in
favour of sustainable development.

2.2

Bullet point 4 of paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (2012) relates to design.
Paragraph 7 Achieving sustainable development
Paragraph 17 Core Planning Principles
Section 4 Promoting sustainable transport
Section 6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
Section 7 Requiring good design. Paragraph 60 advises that it is'
proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.'
Paragraph 64 states: 'Permission should be refused for development
of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for
improving the character and quality of an area and the way it
functions'.
Section 12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment.

2.3

Paragraphs 215 and 216 of the NPPF relate to the weight to be given
to policies.

2.4

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) accompanying the NPPF provides
further guidance.

2.5

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-communitiesand-local-government
3.

PLANNING POLICIES

3.1

Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995)
• En5: Conservation Area Character
• En6: Design standards in Conservation Areas
• En9: Conservation Areas
• En25: General Design Criteria
• En18: Protection of trees
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•
•
•
•
•
•

CS8: Water management
En12: Archaeological Implications
H31: Residential privacy and amenity standards
H32: Sub-division of large curtilages
T18: Access requirements for new development
T19: Footpath provision

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

Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013)
• LP 1: Strategy and principles for development
• LP 2: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery
• LP 6: Flood Risk and Water Management
• LP 8: Development in Spatial Planning Areas
• LP 13: Quality of Design
• LP 15: Ensuring a High Standard of Amenity
• LP 17: Sustainable Travel
• LP 18: Parking Provision
• LP 24: Housing Mix
• LP 29: Trees, Woodland and Related Features
• LP 31: Heritage Assets

3.5

St Neots Neighbourhood Plan 2014 -2029
• A3:
Design
• PT2:
Parking

3.6

Huntingdonshire
Design
Guide
Supplementary
Document(2017):
Section1. Overview
• Introduction with design principles
• 1.2 Purpose of the Design Guide
• 1.3 Objectives of the Design Guide
• 1.4 Status of the Guide
• 1.5 How to use the Design Guide
• 1.6
Design principles
Section 2. Context and local distinctiveness
• 2.1 Context and local distinctiveness
• 2.2 Huntingdonshire in context
• 2.3 Development strategy
• 2.5 Landscape character areas
• 2.7 Architectural character
Section 3. Place making principles
• 3.1 Place making principles
• 3.2 Landuse and density
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Planning

•
•
•
•
•
•

3.3 Placemaking and hierarchy of movement
3.4 Urban structure and the development block
3.5 Parking and servicing
3.6 Landscape and public realm
3.7 Building form, including privacy
3.8 Building detailing

Section 4 Implementation
• 4.1 Implementation
• 4.4 Scenario two: infill and small groups and ‘questions to
consider’
3.7

St Neots Conservation Area Character Assessment 2006. The
assessment includes the site in the Eynesbury character area where
the environs of the site are described as being close to the western
portal which provides the best access to the riverside from the original
village envelope. The south boundary of the site forms part of the
border of the heritage asset.

3.8

Huntingdonshire
Landscape
and
Townscape
Assessment
Supplementary Planning Document (2007) –Part 4, Chapter on
Market Towns and page 63 (St Neots, Eynesbury)

3.9

Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document (2011)

3.10

Annual Monitoring Report (2016) regarding Housing supply.

Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk
4.

PLANNING HISTORY

4.1

No recent applications. However, the application follows a preliminary
enquiry reference 1407210PENQ.

4.2

The site has recently been severed from land to the west where
16/00491/FUL Erection of 5 dwellings and associated infrastructure,
demolition of part of existing dwelling and extension to form new
kitchen at 69 Luke Street was refused by Committee in 2016 and the
appeal was dismissed on 21st February 2017 due to harm to the poor
design and character and appearance of the area/conservation area
and outlook/ harm to residential amenity (COPY ATTACHED).

4.3

16/00660/TRCA Tree works Fell trees-T1 T2 T5 T9 - T13 - Prune
side laterals of T3 – T4 T7 T8 back to the boundary line so as to
reduce overhang and shading within the grounds-approved 13th April
2016.

4.4

Adjacent site- Sandy Court:
0800742FUL Erection of three dwellings (on a builders yard)
approved 2008.
0802110FUL Erection of three dwellings approved 2008.
0901369FUL Erection of detached bungalow refused 2009
1000061FUL Erection of detached dwelling and garage ((extra
dwelling on part of 2 back gardens) approved 2010.
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5.

CONSULTATIONS

5.1

St Neots Town Council –Original plan: RECOMMEND REFUSE on
loss of privacy due to height differential of land, highway safety, road
access and over development (COPY ATTACHED).
-Revised plan- RECOMMEND APPROVE. satisfactory proposal in
terms of scale and pattern of development. Makes efficient use of
site. Provides high quality, well designed family /starter homes. Within
a sustainable location. The proposal will enhance the character of the
conservation area. (COPY ATTACHED).

5.2

Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) Highways- No objection to
revised plan.

5.3

CCC Archaeology- no objection subject to an archaeological
investigation secured condition

5.4

HDC Environmental Health: No objection subject to land
contamination risk assessment (and if necessary a remediation
strategy) condition to address possible various ground contaminants
such as pesticides, fertilizers, bonfires.

5.5

HDC Operations regarding refuse collection; No Objection: As this is
a private development the refuse vehicles would not enter the site.
Bin collection points would need to be on Luke Street.

5.6

HDC Transportation: the revised turning head as proposed (Jan
2017) is acceptable.

5.7

UK Power Networks regarding substation- No reply received.

6.

REPRESENTATIONS

6.1

Original plans:
1 comment neither for or against- from 61 Luke Street
-proposal will not help the chronic traffic problems associated with this
pinch point at the site entrance.
-plot 5 looks directly into a private garden- this would be better as a
single story bungalow.
-Consider felling the conifer at the end of plot 5’s garden

6.2

Objections :
7 in total from 45,53 Ferrars Avenue, 21,39, 43, 65 Luke Street, 4
Sandy Court:
-Plot 9 window overlooks 21 Luke St
-9 dwellings excessive for site size-too dense to complement
surroundings
-plots 5,6,7 are very close to boundaries and roof height will be
overbearing and cut light,
-noise from garages and disturbance – banging doors,
-expect street lights and security lights will cause annoyance,
-lack of space for parking visitors and deliveries,
-site has been cleared and birds, hedgehogs, deer and other
creatures greatly diminished or gone since site clearance,
-loss of green space harms character of area.
- concern lack of parking may impact on Sandy Court. Plot 9 has no
visible allocated parking.
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-concern about poor visibility for cars and risk accidents with Sandy
Court and cars and pedestrians
-Luke Street is congested and narrow- much on-street parking exists
as existing houses do not have off-street parking
-access onto Luke Street is very hazardous and only a single
carriageway available for most of the day.
-Large vehicles such a Fire or Ambulance truck would find it nearly
impossible to get into this development. When Sandy Court was built,
the only way heavy vehicles could get in was by obstructing the road
and still delivery vehicles had to shunt back and forth.
-Luke Street already struggling with vehicle issues – congestion, cars
are already double parked
-object to construction of new builds in an area so full of character.
Additional homes would also make the already dire parking problems
on Luke Street worse. The road already looks terrible with cars
jammed down it nose to tail.
-the street is used as a rat run for traffic
-caravan site access and local school which increases the traffic even
more.
-seek social construction hours
- plans show existing trees, recently a lot of the trees were removed will they be replaced?
-an extremely large 20m+ Conifer tree in plot 5 at the rear of 65 Luke
Street is retained, even though tree report states this tree is not
worthy of a TPO and was a hindrance to local properties -it stops
natural light, and comes in excess of 14 ft over my garden where now
nothing will grow, surface roots by at least 45ft causing damage- seek
remove this tree in plot 5,
-object to closeness to neighbouring properties and overlooking to
Ferrars Avenue.
-9 dwellings on land will cause overlooking/loss of privacy. The coach
house designs are very tall and too close to the boundaries, causing
loss of daylight and privacy.
-The chalet bungalow on plot 5 is very close to boundaries on both
north and south sides.
-lounge, kitchen and gardens of 4 Sandy Court overlooked by plot 9
bed windows, overbearing,
-query finished floor level, shading, concern surface water drainage
floods likely
-clarify drive height – concern about overlooking, damage to house
from water splash- need section drawing for levels relative to 21-pleased to note surface water will not discharge to highway but
concern Sandy Court existing road is not adequately permeable and
water will not drain.
- if no surface water discharge to highway, may increase damage to
21 Luke Street
- works at Sandy Court may damage so seek extra surface water
drainage capacity
- surface water concerns ignored in 2010- seek proper soakaway(s)
to ease overflowing drain.
-overdeveloped
-too many properties for the location. St Neots has a high density of
population which is growing with other big housing developments
planned but does not match the facilities.
-there is a 5/6 year wait for an allotment, nearby new properties have
no outdoor areas, losing outdoor spaces, which provide important
leisure spaces for the community, to housing.
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- suggest site could be allotments to encourage important leisure
activities such as growing plants to help promote strong community
bonds. -this area is a haven for wildlife which will be completely
eroded by the development.
-cutting back of trees T3 and T4 to boundary (16/00660/TRCA) has
left both trees in a very unbalanced state. As the main trunk of both
trees is right on the boundary, both have effectively had an entire side
removed. This has left both trees very vulnerable to storm damage
from a northerly wind, which would result in severe damage to
45/47/49/51 Ferrars Avenue.
-trees felled in conservation area apart from at end of plot 9 is a tall
conifer which blocks light to 65 Luke Street, concern highway safety,
seek development to fit in better with area
-The developer has already cleared the trees and moved a
portakabin and building equipment onto site. Vehicles often come and
go dumping rubbish and/or collecting equipment. contravention of
planning rules as operating a business on this site?
6.3

Revised plans:
21 Luke St comments: regarding former overlooking: note the 1st
floor window of Plot 9 - facing No. 21 is now a bathroom window.
• The second bedroom is still facing towards the road, but does not
have as bad a dominating effect.
• if Plot 9 will be 200mm lower than original drawings it helps.
• the new drive will not be raised at all and will be level with the
existing drive – that is reassuring.
• The dotted line along the drive, will be different colour bricks and not
raised.

7.

ASSESSMENT

7.1

The main issues to consider are:
* Principle of a residential development,
* Layout, design and impact on the character and appearance of the
conservation area,
* Trees
* Impact on residential amenity
* Access/parking/highway safety,
* Flood implications
* Wheeled bin provision.
Principle of the change of use to residential

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

The development is considered to be appropriately located in the
built-up area of the market town when considered in terms of
settlement policies CS3 of the Core Strategy and LP 8 of the Draft
Local Plan to 2036. Therefore a residential development is
acceptable in principle in terms of settlement policy. These policies
are consistent with the NPPF, particularly paragraph 7, which details
the three dimensions of sustainable development, and can be given
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significant weight. Policies in the emerging Local Plan may be
subject to change and therefore limited weight can be attributed to
policy LP8. However, the proposal needs to be acceptable, not only in
terms of settlement policy, but also with regards to other issues which
are considered below.
Layout, design and
conservation area

character

and

appearance

of

the

7.4

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires that ‘special attention shall be paid to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance’ of a
conservation area. The National Planning Policy Framework states
that great weight should be given to the conservation of a heritage
asset and that significance can be harmed or lost through alteration
or destruction of the heritage asset and any harm or loss should
require clear and convincing justification (Para 132). Paragraph 56 of
the NPPF states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable
development and is indivisible from good planning. Paragraph 58
aims to ensure development, amongst other issues, responds to the
local character history and reflects the identity of local surroundings
and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation and seeks to ensure a visually attractive result of good
architecture. Paragraph 64 states that permission should be refused
for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities
available for improving the character and quality of an area and the
way it functions.

7.5

The local policies support this stance and seek a high standard of
design and developments that fit in well with their surroundings. The
Design Guide (2017) also makes it clear (for example at Sections 1.1
and 1.3) that the existing context and grain of area should be
considered and developments should harmonise with their
surroundings?.

7.6

The site is constrained by its confined location behind properties in
Luke Street and Ferrars Avenue and next to Sandy Court, as well as
its awkward tapered shape to the south-west.

7.7

The applicant has provided a plan (ATTACHED) that demonstrates
relative development densities in the area and shows that the site
density will be lower than 31-45 Luke Street (approximately 36
dwellings per hectare (dph) compared to approximately 106 dph
respectively). However, the higher density in Luke Street is achieved
through a different and historic built form: terraced housing, on narrow
plots fronting onto Luke Street, which is not proposed in this backland
location.

7.8

The character of the backland site and immediate vicinity is
predominantly gardens with low structures like garden sheds or
greenhouses. The exception to this is Sandy Court, where there are 3
x two-storey and 1 x 1.5 storey dwellings.

7.9

It is considered that the proposal fails to retain enough undeveloped
space for landscaping to complement the long gardens of 47-65 Luke
Street and the density should not be greater than Sandy Court which
is 27dpha and the dwellings should be of a more sympathetic scale.
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7.10

Concerns about the layout include:
- at the entrance to the main body of the site, there is the proposed
pinch point of approximately 5.2m between the 1.8m close board
fence west of Plot 9 and the front of the dwelling facing it: Plot 2. This
is unacceptable in design terms as it not only presents a poor street
scene but results in the front of plot 3 overlooking the private amenity
space and lounge and bedroom windows of plot 9.
-the layout responds poorly to the adjacent development; Plot 8 and 9
are positioned so close to the eastern boundary with Sandy Court (for
example the 8.3m long eastern side of plot 9 would be only 0.3m
away), there is inadequate landscaping space and the buildings
would be intrusive when viewed from adjoining parts of Sandy Court
the entrance to the neighbouring Sandy Court development and
forming an ‘island’ of built form.
- the dwelling on Plot 5 would appear cramped in the narrow tapering
part of the site.
- the layout is dominated by the hard landscaping required to service
nine dwellings. There is therefore inadequate soft landscaping,
resulting in poor quality public realm.
- there is little scope for visitor car parking and there is a risk that
narrow grass strips will be used for parking unless barriers are
introduced. If parking arises, the grass would become difficult to
maintain and there may be pressure to replace it with more hard
landscaping. It is considered that the landscape buffers need to be
larger and planted with shrubs and trees to break up parking areas
(as encouraged by the Design Guide).
- poor amenity space: plot 8 appears to have no outdoor usable
private amenity space, plot 6 has a relatively narrow amenity space
and plot 9’s amenity space is overlooked.
-The plan JLG506/OSP/01 rev F which includes a soft landscaping
along part of the existing western boundary of the access is an
improvement on JLG506/OSP/01 rev F but is not considered to
overcome the concerns about the development.

7.11

Concerns about the built form:
There is variety in the surrounding area with terraces predominant to
the north-west, semi-detached houses to the rear and detached
buildings elsewhere. However, the development entails 6 different
building types plus a variety of garages on a constrained and
comparatively small site of approximately only 0.24 hectares. The
proposal is therefore considered to lack cohesion in design and form,
which will detract from the appearance of the conservation area.

7.12

The proposed combining of the two accesses to create one wide
access of uniform levels and surface of 5m width for cars plus small
surfaced spaces to either side totalling a width of 6.4m between the
side boundary enclosures of 21 and 31 Luke Street, is considered to
detract from the character and appearance of the conservation area
(CA). Luke Street is, in part, a narrow street with strong enclosure
from the terraces on both sides and so the relatively wide access
leading directly off Luke Street would harm the character and
appearance of the CA. The harm to the CA is considered to be less
than substantial, however having regard to NPPF para’s 133 and 134
it is considered that there are no public benefits identified that
outweigh the harm to the CA.
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7.13

In response to the preliminary enquiry 1407210PENQ, Officers
encouraged the applicant to provide a shared access with the access
to Sandy Court/ rear of 21 Luke Street to address the inadequate
width and visibility/ highway safety issue with the existing market
garden access. This advice was given in good faith but such a layout
was not part of the enquiry and the possibility of a widened road and
impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area
was not considered at the preliminary enquiry stage.

7.14

To conclude, the proposed combining of the two accesses to create
one wide access of uniform levels and surface would detract from the
character and appearance of the conservation area due to the
incongruous width of the access compared to Luke Street. In addition,
the development would appear unduly cramped, due to the proposed
density of the development with a lack of space around the buildings,
particularly to the north and south of plot 5 and east of plot 7, 8 and 9,
combined with the undue scale and number of dwellings. These
features and the lack of cohesion in the design and form of the
dwellings, the dominance of hard landscaping for vehicles, and a lack
of space retained for soft landscaping, would result in poor quality
development which would detract from the appearance of the site and
surrounding area. The existence of a variety of dwellings and layouts
in the area, including the variety of backland dwellings at Sandy Court
(which contrasts with the frontage position and more consistent
design and form of dwellings in the following three areas at Ferrars
Avenue, 47-65 and 31-45 Luke Street)is noted but does not justify a
harmful proposal. The proposal does not take best advantage of the
opportunities for improving the character and quality of the area and
the way it functions as sought by paragraph 64 of the NPPF and
should be refused due to the harm to the area. The harm to the
heritage asset would be less than substantial (as set out in paragraph
132 of the NPPF and therefore the harm has to be weighed against
the public benefits as set out in paragraph 134) but the limited public
benefit of the development such as extra market dwellings and the
employment associated with the construction, would not outweigh the
harm caused. A refusal on this basis would be consistent with the
recently dismissed appeal at 69 Luke Street (16/00491/FUL).

7.15

The proposal is considered to be contrary to the requirements of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act and NPPF to
preserve or enhance a conservation area and contrary to the
requirements of the NPPF to take best advantage of the opportunities
for improving the character and quality of the area. The proposal is
also considered to be contrary to policies En5 En6 En9 En25 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Plan Alteration (2002), CS1 of the Adopted Core Strategy 2009, Draft
Policies LP1 LP13 and LP31 of the Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3,
policy A3 of the St Neots Neighbourhood Plan (2016), and the
guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design Guide 2017. The policies
are consistent with the emphasis in the NPPF on the importance of
good design, and the protection of local distinctiveness, particularly
paragraphs 7, 17 (bullet point 4), 56, 58, 60 and 64 and can be given
significant weight in the determination of this application. However,
policies within the emerging Local Plan to 2036 may be subject to
change and therefore limited weight can be attributed to policies LP1,
LP13 and LP31.
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Trees
7.16

Several trees overhang the site from Luke Street and Ferrars Road
and they are visible from outside the site and have some protection
due to their location within the Conservation Area. The applicant’s
Arboricultural report suggests that three out of four trees closest to
the development are category B which should normally be retained in
a development scheme and the layout designed to accommodate
them. However, the proposal threatens the survival of ‘retained’ offsite trees T7 and T8 with the encroachment of dwelling 5 and trees
T3 and T4 with dwelling 6 and garage 7 into the root protection areas
(RPAs) Category B trees should normally be retained in a
development scheme and the layout designed to accommodate them.
However, the four trees have recently been lopped back to the site
boundary under a tree works consent and so their positive
contribution to conservation area and landscape character is now
very limited, and the threat to them through the proposed
development would not amount to a reasonable reason for refusal.
Residential Amenity

7.17

There is likely to be some noise and disturbance with the intensified
use of the access and site, however, this is not considered to result in
a significant detrimental impact on amenity.

7.18

It is likely that the proposal will entail additional activity and
disturbance on the site, access and approaches from Luke Street
compared to the former market garden. However, it is considered that
it would be unreasonable to refuse the application on this basis. As
accesses exist, it is considered that it would be unreasonable to
refuse the application for loss of privacy for the 21 and 31 Luke Street
associated with use of the access. However, the effect of the new
dwellings on neighbour amenity in terms of potential overbearing,
overshadowing, loss of privacy and harm to outlook has to be
assessed.

7.19

Plot 1: The dwelling on plot 1 will entail a two-storey, north facing
gable with a ridge approximately 7.24m high (measured above damp
course-dpc) sited approximately 3.8m south of the gardens of 35-41
Luke Street. The side of Plot 1’s pitched roof garage will be
approximately 0.6m from the north boundary of the plot and it’s ridge
will be approximately 3.7m high (measured above damp course). It is
considered that although the building will shade part of the bottom of
the Luke Street gardens, the shading will not be so significant as to
cause undue harm to amenity. It is also considered that the building
on plot 1 will not cause undue harm to outlook from the rear of the
properties at 21-45 Luke Street.

7.20

Plot 1 will have two first floor rear/west-facing bedroom windows that
would be approximately 9.5m to 8.8m from the boundary with the rear
garden of 47 Luke Street (which shares an approximately 38.7m long
boundary with the application site). In addition, the scheme proposes
a total of seven first floor rear/ west-facing bedroom windows in plots
2, 3 and 4 which would be located progressively closer (from north
to south) to the west boundary with that rear garden. For example,
plot 4’s bed 2’s window would be approximately only 4.7m from the
west boundary. The proposal will therefore result in a loss of privacy
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to the rear garden and consequent loss of amenity to the occupiers of
no. 47 Luke Street. However it is considered that it would be
unreasonable to refuse the scheme on this basis due to the dwelling
at 47 Luke Street and its small private amenity space immediately to
the rear being separated from the long rear garden/ proposed
overlooked area by a pitched roof outbuilding. It is considered that no
undue shading or overbearing effects should result to 47 Luke Street.
7.21

Plot 5: The dwelling on plot 5 would be located south of the long rear
gardens of 47-51 Luke Street. There are trees on the neighbours rear
gardens which may or may not be retained, which currently provide a
partial screen. The highest part of the ridge of the proposed dwelling
would be approximately 6.18m high (measured above damp course)
and that ridge would be approximately 5.4m- 7.3m from the boundary
with the rear gardens of 47-51 Luke Street. Part of the north-western
single-storey lounge would be approximately 0.4m from the boundary
with 51 Luke Street’s rear garden. The highest part of the pitched roof
of the lounge would be approximately 5.1m high (above dpc) and only
approximately 0.8m south of the boundary with 51 Luke Street. It is
considered that although the proposed dwelling on plot 5 will be likely
to shade a small part of the bottom of the gardens of 49 and 51 Luke
Street, the shading will not be so significant as to cause undue harm
to amenity due to the distance of the gardens from the houses (over
40m away). It is also considered that the distance between the
houses in Luke Street and the building on plot 5 will not cause undue
harm to outlook from the rear of those properties. As plot 5 has no
first floor windows facing the gardens of Luke Street, no undue loss of
privacy would be entailed to those properties.

7.22

The dwelling and garage of plot 5 would be located north of the rear
gardens of Ferrars Avenue. The dwelling would be sited 1m from the
rear boundary with 51, 53 and 55 Ferrars Avenue. The building
would, according to the plans, have an eaves and main ridge height
of approximately 2.2 and 6.1m respectively above dpc (and the flatroof of a rear dormer is approximately 5m high and part would be only
1.2m from the southern boundary). It is considered, however, that the
dwelling on plot 5 would not cause undue harm to the amenities of 55
Ferrars Avenue as only a small part of the proposed single-storey
kitchen/diner would project behind 55’s rear garden.

7.23

The main 2-storey back wall of the house at 53 Ferrars Avenue is
shown on drawing JLG506/00 rev F as being less than 10m from the
boundary with plot 5. It is considered that the proposal will have an
unacceptably harmful effect on the amenities of the occupiers of 53
Ferrars Avenue due to the height, bulk and proximity of the proposed
dwelling being unduly overbearing upon the occupiers of 53 Ferrars
Avenue and harmful to their outlook from the rear of the house and
rear garden. The proposal will also entail unacceptable overlooking
and loss of privacy associated with the size, low cill height and
proximity of the four proposed first floor rear bedroom rooflights to the
boundary with 53 Ferrars Avenue. Building Regulations are likely to
require that the rooflights will have to be suitable to provide
emergency escape and so the bottom of the opening needs to be not
more than 1.1m above the floor and the opening needs to be at least
0.45m high and 0.45m wide and at least 0.33m2. The stated
dimension on the drawing for plot 5 appears to overstate the external
eaves height slightly so the eaves height appears to be 2.3m but this
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does not overcome the concerns set out above about plot 5. The
proposed first floor rear bathroom window could be obscure glazed
and fixed closed to avoid overlooking.
7.24

Plot 5 includes a single-storey eastern projection with a ridge
approximately 4.8m high and a detached double garage with a ridge
approximately 5.1m high behind 51 Ferrars Avenue’s rear garden.
The back of the garage would be approximately only 0.35m away
from the boundary. However, it is considered that the bulk and layout
of plot 5 avoids undue harm to the amenities of 51 Ferrars Avenue by
reason of harm to outlook or overbearing effects.

7.25

Plot 6: The dwelling on plot 6 would be located behind 49 and 47
Ferrars Avenue. There are trees on the neighbours rear gardens
which may or may not be retained, which currently provide a partial
screen. There will be some overlooking of 47 and 49 Ferrars Road
from the five first-floor rear rooflights serving the lounge, bedroom
and hall of plot 6 if the rooflights are designed for escape with cills no
higher than 1.1m. Overlooking and loss of privacy would arise despite
the slightly greater separation distance (3.8m) between plot 6’s
rooflights and rear boundary compared to plot 5 and the slightly
greater separation distance of the dwelling on plot 6 from the
dwellings at 47 and 49 Ferrars Road.

7.26

On balance, it is considered that the building on plot 6 would not
result in adverse overbearing effects on 49 and 47 Ferrars Avenue
despite the height (approximately 6.8m ridge and 3.6m eaves), bulk
(including a 13.2m long ridge) and proximity of the building to the rear
boundary (approximately 3.3m).

7.27

Plot 7: The dwelling on plot 7 would be located 1.15m from the east
boundary with 3 Sandy Court and approximately 2.5m from, and
parallel to, the eastern side of 3 Sandy Court. Number 3 is a very
similar design to plot 7, except that it does not have a flat roof dormer
(incorrectly indicated on the site layout). 3 Sandy Court has 4 first
floor rooflights facing the roof and 4 rooflights for first floor bedrooms
in plot 7. The rooflights provide the only light and means of escape
from the proposed bedrooms. It is considered that it would be
undesirable to relocate the rooflights, for example, to the front
elevation to address the privacy issue as this is likely to result in a
visually cluttered front/west roof. It is considered that the scheme
would result in an unacceptable rooflight-to-rooflight arrangement and
consequent loss of privacy to, and the proximity of the bulk of the
building on plot 7 would harm the outlook for, the occupiers of 3
Sandy Court. The proposal will result in some shading of 3 Sandy
Court and overbearing effects and a lack of privacy for the future
occupiers of plot 7 but it is considered that those aspects will not be
so significant as to merit the refusal of the application.

7.28

The dwellings on plot 8 and 9 are considered to avoid undue adverse
effects on neighbour amenity. For example Plot 9’s first floor front
window now serves a bathroom window which could be fixed closed
and obscure glazed to avoid unacceptable overlooking of the rear of
21 Luke Street and the east rooflights of plot 8 are considered to be
far enough away from 4 Sandy Court to avoid unacceptable
overlooking/loss of privacy to the occupiers of that property.
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7.29

Plot 2 will overlook the private amenity space and lounge and
bedroom windows of plot 9 which means that the amenities for the
future occupiers of plot 9 will be poor but this is not considered to be
a reason for refusal that could be sustained at appeal.

7.30

To sum up, the proposal is considered to cause harm to the amenities
of the occupiers of:
* 53 Ferrars Avenue due to the undue height, bulk and proximity of
the proposed dwelling on plot 5 being unduly overbearing upon 53
Ferrars Avenue and harmful to its rear outlook, including from the
house and rear garden and unacceptable overlooking and loss of
privacy associated with the size, low cill height and proximity to the
boundary with 53 Ferrars Avenue of the four proposed first floor
rear/southern bedroom rooflights of plot 5.
* 49 and 47 Ferrars Avenue due to the adverse overlooking and loss
of privacy from plot 6’s five first-floor rear rooflights if the rooflights are
designed for escape with cills no higher than 1.1m. and
* 3 Sandy Court, due to the adverse effect of the design and layout of
plot 7 including four first floor eastern rooflights in unduly close
proximity to 3 Sandy Court with a consequent loss of privacy to, and
harm to the outlook for, the occupiers of 3 Sandy Court.

7.31

The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to policies H31 of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan Alteration 2002, CS1 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Development Framework Core Strategy 2009, and LP15 of the Draft
Local Plan to 2036 and paragraph 17 of the NPPF which seeks to
secure a good standard of amenity for all existing and future
occupants of land and buildings and the guidance of the
Huntingdonshire
Design
Guide
Supplementary
Planning
Document(2017)(HDG).
Highway safety/ Parking

7.32

The proposal replaces two adjoining accesses (one for the former
market garden and the other for Sandy Court) with one access.

7.33

The County Highways Officer advices that the achievable vehicle
visibility splays are slightly less than required for the 85%ile speed but
the access is acceptable because the proposal will be safer than the
existing substandard access, due to better visibility and access width
(5m for a distance of 10m from the edge of the carriageway of Luke
Street, instead of approximately 3.35m wide).

7.34

The parking and turning layout plan could provide satisfactory offstreet parking in terms of numbers of car spaces: 1 car space for the
1-bed unit and 2 parking spaces for the other units, with scope for 1
further driveway space for plot 1 and 2 further driveway spaces for
plot 5,subject to adjustments to the parking area shown on plot 8. The
northern space in front of plot 8 appears to obstruct the access to the
proposed flat in plot 8 plus part of the northern car space in the
building and the other three parking spaces in front of plot 8 do not
appear to align with the parking spaces inside the building. Changes
to the layout to address this issue are likely to result in a smaller soft
landscaped space either side of plot 8’s 4 front car spaces. The
garages for plots 1, 4, 5 and 7 are too short to provide the length
recommended in section 3.5 of the HDG and the garage doors
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appear to be too narrow to satisfy the HDG advice. However, these
issues are not considered to be reasonable reasons to refuse the
application.
7.35

No dedicated cycle parking is indicated, but there is space within the
site to enable this to be provided securely, although to provide a cycle
space for plot 8 appears to require an adjustment to the layout e.g.
the location of the parking space in front of plot 8’s doorway.

7.36

The proposal is acceptable in highway safety terms to the District
Council's Transportation Officer.

7.37

The revised site plan shows adequate space for emergency vehicles.

7.38

The proposal therefore accords with policies T18 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) and LP17 and LP18 of the Draft
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013) and St Neots
Neighbourhood Plan. The draft policies are consistent with the NPPF
paragraph 32 that requires safe and suitable access to the site for all
people, however as these are emerging policies they can only be
afforded limited weight.
Wheeled bin provision

7.39

The applicant has submitted a wheeled bins unilateral undertaking
which makes satisfactory provision for refuse and complies with the
requirements of the NPPF and CIL regulations and Policy CS10 of
the Core Strategy 2009, the requirements of the Developer
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 2011 and Policy
LP2 of the Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013).
This requirement meets the tests of the Framework paragraph 204
and section 122 of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
2010.
Other matters raised by third parties:

7.40

Ecology/ biodiversity on the site is likely to have been harmed by the
clearance of vegetation prior to submission of the application and
possibly compounded by the subsequent tree works. However, if the
application had been approved, a condition could have secured
suitable ecological mitigation measures such as bat and bird boxes
and landscaping.

7.41

If the application had been approved, conditions could have secured
suitable surface water drainage details, floor levels and street lighting.
Impact on existing buildings from machinery/footing excavation
is a civil, not a planning, matter.

7.42

A third party request to consider felling a tree should be directed to
the land owner as it is not a planning matter.

7.43

Alleged damage to property that may be caused by a tree is not a
planning matter: it is a private matter. The potential threat to
45/47/49/51 Ferrars Avenue from the cutting back of trees T3 and T4
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to the boundary/ unbalancing has been referred to the applicant to
address.
7.44

The applicant has been asked to respond to the allegations about an
unauthorised mobile unit and business and any response will be
reported to Committee.

7.45

The applicant refers to an appeal decision (1401753FUL) which
concluded that a degree of overlooking would not be greater than
often exists between properties in built up areas. However it is
considered that that decision does not alter the recommendation to
reject the proposal on amenity grounds.
Conclusion

7.46

The proposed development, either with the landscaping west of part
of the access (as shown on the amended plan) or without (as shown
on the original plan), is considered to fail to comply with the relevant
national and local policy as the development would not fit in well with
the surroundings and the proposal would harm the character and
appearance of the conservation area and the amenities of the
occupiers of 53, 49 and 47 Ferrars Avenue and 3 Sandy Court. A
refusal would be consistent with the recent refusal and appeal
decision for development on the land to the west (16/00491/FUL) at
69 Luke Street.

7.47

The provision of the additional dwellings and generation of temporary
employment with the proposed building works are insufficient to
outweigh the harm that the scheme would cause. The Council can
demonstrate an adequate housing land supply in the Annual
Monitoring Report December 2016 and therefore there is no
justification for the proposal on housing supply grounds.

7.48

The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to paragraph 17
of the NPPF which seeks to secure a good standard of amenity for
existing and future occupants of land and buildings, policies H31 of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan Alteration 2002, CS1 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Development Framework Core Strategy 2009, and LP15 of the Draft
Local Plan to 2036 and sections 3.2, 3.7 and 4.4 in the guidance of
the Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning
Document(2017).

8.

RECOMMENDATION – REFUSE for the following reasons:
1. The development would, by reason of i) the proposed unduly
dense development and poor layout, with a lack of space
around the buildings, particularly on plots 5, 7, 8 and 9,
combined with ii) the undue scale and number of dwellings,
which would appear cramped, iii) the lack of cohesion in the
design and form of the dwellings, and iv) the undue dominance
of hard landscaping for vehicles, and a lack of space retained
for soft landscaping, would result in a poor quality development
which would detract from the appearance of the site and
conservation area. In addition, the proposed combining of the
two accesses, to create one wide access of uniform levels and
surface, would detract from the character and appearance of
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the conservation area due to the incongruous width of the
proposed access compared to Luke Street. The proposal is
contrary to the requirements of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act and NPPF to preserve or enhance
a conservation area and contrary to the requirements of the
NPPF to take best advantage of the opportunities for improving
the character and quality of the area. The proposal is also
considered to be contrary to policies En5 En6 En9 En25 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan Alteration (2002), CS1 of the Adopted Core Strategy
2009, Draft Policies LP1 LP13 and LP31 of the Local Plan to
2036: Stage 3, policy A3 of the St Neots Neighbourhood Plan
(2016), and sections 3.2, 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8) of the guidance in
the Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning
Document(2017).
2. The proposal will harm the amenities of the occupiers of:
* 53 Ferrars Avenue due to the undue height, bulk and
proximity of the proposed dwelling on plot 5 being unduly
overbearing upon 53 Ferrars Avenue and harmful to its rear
outlook, including from the house and rear garden and
unacceptable overlooking and loss of privacy associated with
the size, low cill height and proximity to the boundary with 53
Ferrars Avenue of the four proposed first floor rear/southern
bedroom rooflights of plot 5.
* 49 and 47 Ferrars Avenue due to the adverse overlooking and
loss of privacy from plot 6’s five first-floor rear rooflights if the
rooflights are designed for escape with cills no higher than 1.1m
above the level of the floor of the room that the rooflights serve
and
* 3 Sandy Court, due to the adverse effect of the design and
layout of plot 7 including four first floor eastern rooflights in
undue proximity to 3 Sandy Court with a consequent loss of
privacy to, and harm to the outlook for, the occupiers of 3
Sandy Court.
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 Sheila Lindsay Senior Development
Management Officer 01480 388247
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Schedule of Plans - 25th August 2016
PLAN
NO.

RECEIVED

REFERENCE

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

Cllr G Thorpe
Cllr D Wells

Rejected

Rejected on the grounds of traffic generation,
highway safety and over development.

Mr and Mrs Dixon

01/09/2016

Cllr C Maslen
Cllr G Thorpe

Approved

This development will have no outward impact
on the surrounding area.

AWJ Ushers and Sons
Ltd

02/09/2016

Cllr G Thorpe
Cllr K Wainwright

Rejected

Rejected on the grounds of loss of privacy
(owing to height differential of land), highway
safety, road access and over development.

Approved

It was felt that this enterprise will be a valuable
asset to the town, and hopefully help promote
visitor numbers.

Land adjacent 31 Luke Street

3

11/08/2016

16/01642/HHFUL

4

12/08/2016

16/01313/FUL

Clearance of Existing Remaining Market Garden Structures to allow
erection of Nine Dwellings (5 Houses, 2 Bungalows & 2 Coach
Houses) and associated works

5

17/08/2016

16/01193/FUL

Development of a Non Profit Miniature Railway

16/01547/HHFUL

30/08/2016

19 Murrell Court, St Neots, PE19 1LL

16/01507/OUT

05/08/2016

Mr Richard Banks

Proposed Two Storey Rear Extension

09/08/2016

7

Approved

Residential Development of site for 79 Dwellings and associated Land Between The Railway Line and St Neots Bypass
Open Space, including new access from Potton Road
and Potton Road, Eynesbury

2

16/01544/HHFUL

29/08/2016

The development was acceptable to the
Committee.

Mr and Mrs Farmer

16/01554/HHFUL

05/08/2016

NOTES

Cllr G Thorpe
Cllr C Maslen

PROPOSER/2ND

08/08/2016

6

SNTC
DECISION

RESPONSE DUE

1

Single Storey Extension to house

LOCATION
19B The Paddock, Eaton Ford, St Neots, PE19 7SA

Miniature Golf Course Riverside Park St Neots Road
Eaton Ford St Neots

Installation of detached timber garden room
23 Field Gate Close, St Neots, PE19 6DG
Proposed conversion of existing garage and erection of single storey
garage all with pitched roof over.
21 Masefield Avenue, Eaton Ford, St Neots, PE19 7LS

APPLICANT

27/09/2016

Cllr G Thorpe
Cllr C Maslen

Mr Hewlett

Mr Alastair Ham

26/08/2016

Cllr B Farrer
Cllr G Thorpe

Deferred

The Council would like to know exactly how
much of the proposed Garden Room will be
visible and how much of it will be above the
fence line that separates the two properties.

Miss Hill

26/08/2016

Cllr G Thorpe
Cllr C Maslen

Approved

Various other properties in the area have had
work similar to this done.

8
9
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……………………………………….
Chairman

St Neots Town Council
Planning Committee

Schedule of Plans - 2nd March 2017
PLAN
NO.
1

RECEIVED

09/02/2017

REFERENCE

17/00224/HHFUL

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

LOCATION

APPLICANT

Mrs Lisa Darrington

First floor side extension

RESPONSE DUE

03/03/2017

PROPOSER/2ND
Cllr Wainwright
Cllr Maslen

SNTC
DECISION
Approved

NOTES
Makes efficient use of its site.
Will have no negative impact on the wider landscape
character of the area.

82 Berkley Street Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2NF

2

3

15/02/2017

15/02/2017

16/01313/FUL

15/02/2017

17/00262/FUL

5

16/02/2017

17/00270/HHFUL
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7

14/02/2017

14/02/2017

10/03/2017

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Ms Stephanie Martin

08/03/2017

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Mr Pete Corley

08/03/2017

Cllr Thorpe
Cllr Wells

Approved

09/03/2017

Cllr Wainwright
Cllr Maslen

Approved

07/03/2017

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Thorpe

Approved

AWJ Usher & Sons Ltd

Demolition of existing conservatory, single storey and 2 storey rear
extension & first floor side extension. Erection of a detached garage.

Carmar House 189 Great North Road Eaton Socon St
Neots PE19 8EE

Removal of brickwork parapet and replacement with external
gutter and associated works

Swimming Pool One Leisure Barford Road Eynesbury

Proposed rear ground floor pitched roof extension

3 Jennings Avenue Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2HG

Proposed Ground Floor Rear Extension

1 Pashley Court Eynesbury St Neots PE19 2JS

16/02478/HHFUL

Mr & Mrs Kreckeler

Mr & Mrs Shepherd

17/00169/FUL

Mr Mark Hawking

07/02/2017

We wish to add the use of D1 to the current list of uses which are B1,
B2, B8 together with the sale of furniture and gym equipment for this
property
13 Foundry Way Eaton Socon St Neots PE19 8TR

8

14/02/2017

17/00183/HHFUL

9

17/02/2017

17/00293/FUL

10

20/02/2017

Proposed two storey extension and reposition of garden fence

79 Milton Avenue Eaton Ford St Neots PE19 7LJ

Demolition of garaging and erection of a detached bungalow

39 Kings Road St Neots PE19 1LD

17/00107/FUL
1 Castle Hill Close Eaton Socon St Neots PE19 8HW

Cllr Thorpe
Cllr Dunford

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and
pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Within a sustainable location.
No comment
Minimum impact on neighbours.
Improves the property.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Minimum impact on neighbours.
Improves the property.
Makes efficient use of its site.

Approved

We consider that the proposal would assimilate
itself to the existing part of the town.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Within a sustainable location.
Will have no negative impact on the wider
landscape character of the area.

Mrs Suzanne Shepherd

07/02/2017

Cllr Thorpe
Cllr Maslen

Deferred

The committee requires further information with
regard to the re-positioning of the fence, and
want to know if it will be inside, on, or outside of
the properties boundary. They would also like to
know what the fence will be made of, and how
high it will be.

Mr & Mrs George

10/03/2017

Cllr Maslen
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Makes efficient use of its site.

13/03/2017

Cllr Thorpe
Cllr Dunford

Approved

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and
pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Within a sustainable location.

Mr R Francis
Erection of bungalow and associated works

Approved

Land Adjacent 31 Luke Street Eynesbury

17/00248/HHFUL

4

6

AMENDED LAYOUT-ACCESS COMBINED WITH ACCESS TO SANDY
COURT, VEHICLE TURNING SPACE ADJUSTED,PLOTS 1,6,7 LAYOUT
REVISED, AMENDED VISIBILITY, AMENDED PLOTS 5, 7 AND 9 AND
GARAGES FOR 5 AND 7. Clearance of existing remaining Market
Garden structures to allow erection of nine dwellings (5 houses, 2
bungalows & 2 coach houses) and associated works

Satisfactory proposal in terms of scale and
pattern of development.
Makes efficient use of its site.
Provides high quality, well designed
family/starter homes.
Within a sustainable location.
The proposal will enhance the character of the
conservation area.

……………………………………….
Chairman

Development Management Committee
Date Created: 31/03/2017

Location:St Neots
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DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 24 April 2017
LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY
Agenda
Item No
Address & Description
3(b) UP TO 80 RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS (INCLUDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INTRODUCTION OF STRUCTURAL PLANTING AND LANDSCAPING,
INFORMAL PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND CHILDREN'S PLAY AREA, SURFACE
WATER ATTENUATION, VEHICULAR ACCESS POINT FROM STATION ROAD
AND ASSOCIATED ANCILLARY WORKS .
Since the officer report was drafted officers have received the following comments from the
County Archaeologist.
‘The site has been subject to an archaeological evaluation. We have not yet received a
report detailing the results of this investigation but, from monitoring visits and the preliminary
information submitted, it is clear that much of the site has been subject to
quarrying. Significant archaeological remains have been identified in areas which have not
been quarried, including human skeletal remains, but mitigation of the development impact
could be managed through the inclusion of a negative condition of planning permission.’
The County Archaeologist does not object to development from proceeding in this location
but consider that the site should be subject to a programme of archaeological investigation
secured through the inclusion of a negative condition, such as the example condition
approved by DCLG
Officer response: The officer report and recommendation includes such a condition.

4(a) Erection of bungalow and associated works 1 Castle Hill Close Eaton Socon St
Neots PE19 8HW
The applicant has responded to the Committee report:
 note infill bungalow approved opposite site at 22 Castle Hill Close behind 15
School Lane and fits in well
 regarding the representations from the neighbour at No.2: confirm that any
works will be subject of appropriate ‘Party Wall etc Act’ monitoring and
‘making good’ and
 supplied a revised wheeled bin unilateral undertaking.
Officer response:
1. The infill bungalow at 22 Castle Hill Close (0602822REM refers) is considered
to fit in satisfactorily with its surroundings unlike the current proposal as:
 22 Castle Hill Close’s plot is wider than the plot the subject of the current
application (approximately 19.6m and 10.4m respectively) and therefore the
current proposal would appear cramped,





the gap (which includes a garage and back garden) between the south side
of the bungalow at 22 Castle Hill Close and the north side of the dwelling at
15 School Lane is larger than the 1m gap between the south side of the
proposed bungalow and the north side of 1 Castle Hill Close and therefore
the current proposal would appear cramped and
the bungalow at 22 Castle Hill Close does not project so far forward of the
flanking properties (21 Castle Hill Close and 15 School Lane) as the
proposed bungalow would project beyond the existing dwellings at 1 and 2
Castle Hill Close and therefore the current proposal would appear relatively
prominent.
Therefore the recommendation to refuse the application continues to apply.

2. Wheeled bin contribution (update on paragraphs 7.20-7.23 and 7.26 of the
Officer report). The applicant has submitted a satisfactory Unilateral
Undertaking for the provision of wheeled bins since the Officer report was
drafted. The application now makes satisfactory provision for wheeled bins
and complies with the requirements of the NPPF and CIL Regulations and
Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009, the requirements of the Developer
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 2011 and Policy LP2 of the
Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (2013).
4(b)
Clearance of existing remaining Market Garden structures to allow erection of
nine dwellings
(5 houses, 2 bungalows & 2 coach houses) and associated works Land Adjacent
31 Luke Street Eynesbury
1.The applicant has submitted photos to indicate the variety of form, scale and design of
development in the area (attached). Terraces are west and north-east of the site of the
site but there are more varied properties east of the site and opposite the access.
Officer response: the variety of development in the area is noted but is not considered to
justify a development that would harm the character and appearance of the conservation
area. It is considered that it is reasonable to apply the point made by the Inspector
dismissing the appeal for the 5 dwellings on land at 69 Luke Street (in paragraph 15 of the
decision on pages 182-187 of the Officer report on 16/01313/FUL) to the current proposal:
‘the design does not take best advantage of the opportunities for improving the character
and quality of the area and the way it functions, as sought by paragraph 64 of the
framework, irrespective of the degree to which it would be visible from Luke Street or the use
of appropriate materials’.
2. The applicant advises:
 The applicant has no association with the application for land rear of 69 Luke Street.
 CCC Highways consider that the proposed access would be safer than the existing
substandard access with better visibility.
 Note there has been only on third party representation since the plans were
amended.
 The applicant considers that the use of words such as constrained/ confined at para
7.6 of the report is unfair/ unnecessary.
Officer response: the description is
considered to be reasonable.








The site coverage figures for Sandy Court and the development are very similar.
A high proportion of hardstanding can work well in the area and are included as
examples in the Huntingdonshire Design Guide 2017.
The division of the access into two parts with a fence was undertaken in 2009 and is
therefore not an established or integral part of the conservation area. Officer
response: Disagree- aerial photos prior to 2009 indicate that the two accesses were
distinction in appearance with the west access to the market garden being greener
than the access to the builders yard and with what appears to be a boundary
enclosure to distinguish the two accesses.
In response to concerns about overlooking -the buildings on plots 5,6 and 7 could
comply with the Building Regulations with high level rooflights
willing to provide cycle storage and bat/bird boxes.

3. The applicant has submitted revised plans for Plots 5 & 7 with higher rooflight cills 1.7m
above floor level to avoid overlooking of neighbouring homes/gardens.
Officer response:
 Plans JLG506-09 rev B for plot 5 and JLG506-04 rev B for plot 7 (attached)
supersede plans JLG506-09 and JLG506-04 rev A (attached to the officer report) for
plots 5 and 7 respectively.
 The revised plans are considered to satisfactorily overcome the overlooking caused
by plot 5 of 53 Ferrars Avenue and the overlooking of 3 Sandy Court by plot 7. The
raising of the cills is likely to make the rooms served by the rooflights less attractive
for the occupiers due to the loss of outlook which is considered to be poor design but
the impact on future occupiers of plot 7 is not considered to be a reasonable reason
for refusal.
 Reason 2 for refusal is therefore revised in the recommendation at section 8 of
the report as follows:
The proposal will harm the amenities of the occupiers of:
* 53 Ferrars Avenue due to the undue height, bulk and proximity of the proposed
dwelling on plot 5 being unduly overbearing upon 53 Ferrars Avenue and harmful to
its rear outlook, including from the house and rear garden.
* 49 and 47 Ferrars Avenue due to the adverse overlooking and loss of privacy from
plot 6’s five first-floor rear rooflights if the rooflights are designed for escape with
cills no higher than 1.1m above the level of the floor of the room that the rooflights
serve and
* 3 Sandy Court, due to the adverse effect of the design, bulk and proximity of plot 7
causing harm to the outlook of the occupiers of 3 Sandy Court.
The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to paragraph 17 of the NPPF
which seeks to secure a good standard of amenity for existing and future occupants
of land and buildings, policies H31 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, HL5 of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration 2002, CS1 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Development Framework Core Strategy 2009, and LP15 of the Draft Local Plan to 2036
and sections 3.2, 3.7 and 4.4 in the guidance of the Huntingdonshire Design Guide
Supplementary Planning Document (2017).
4.The applicant has submitted revised ‘possible alternative drawings’ for Plots 5 & 7
showing no rooflights on the rear-facing roofslopes and new rooflights to the front.


Officer response: these ‘possible alternative drawings’ have not been accepted as
they alter the appearance of the dwellings more significantly and neighbour
reconsultation would have been required.

4(c)

Demolition of a shed and construction of a dwellinghouse and
means of access (resubmission of planning application
16/01998/FUL)

A completed and signed Unilateral Undertaking (Wheeled Bin
Contribution) was received on Friday 21.04.2017.
As such, paragraph 7.16 of the report and the second reason for refusal
listed in paragraph 8 should be disregarded.
4(f)

The erection of one building for A3/A5 use as a restaurant/drivethrough facility; two buildings for A1/A3/A% use as mixed use
(shop, restaurant with a drive-through facility); and site
infrastructure (including roads, car park and landscaping) on Land
West of Harrison Way, St Ives

At paragraph 6.1 of the Report it states that:
There have been 68 representations received 23 of these are objections, 44 are in
support, and 1 neutral. In addition there has been a petition with 61 signatories.
To further clarify, in respect of the 61 petition signatories, 22 of these made
comments separately to object to the application, meaning there are 39 ‘new’
signatories on the petition.

There has been one additional representation received in support of the proposals.
4(h) RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 5 DWELLINGS
AND GARAGES TOGETHER WITH HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS,
Land at Fenton Fields Farm, Bencroft Lane, Warboys
Since the report was drafted the applicant has submitted a signed Bin UU.
Refusal reason no. 2 in the officer report has therefore been addressed. Officers
recommend that the application be refused for the first reason as set out
on page 357 of your agenda.
In addition the applicant has asked members to take into account the following
statements.
- The site is within the draft Local Plan to 2036 and deliverable now
- The land has separate ownership to the larger piece immediately
adjacent and as such should be treated as a separate allocation with a
separate access (as stated in Stage 4LP)
- The planning application has been amended down from 10 to 5 dwellings
to appease Highway concerns
- CCC has failed to protect highway land which would be required for the
original road widening – the land has since been incorporated into
gardens
- CCC Highways want a full 5.5 metre road and 1.8 metre path to secure
their approval which conflicts with the HDC planning officers requirement
for minimal change in character to Bencroft Lane
- The junction improvements proposed are designed by a leading traffic
consultant – not acceptable for CCC highways to argue that it is not a
true representation of how driver would actually use the junction
- CCC Highways have given no alternative to full widening of the junction
- The traffic expert’s view is that the small increase in vehicle numbers
caused by 5 new dwellings is so minor it does not constitute a material
change to safety
Officer response: With regards to Stage 4 Local Plan, members are referred to
paragraph 7.17 of the officer report. The above highway comments have been
taken into account by your officers. It is your officers view that the above fails to
address CCC Highways strong objection to this application. Officers recommend
that the application be refused for the first reason as set out on page 357 of your
agenda.

END OF GREEN PAPERS

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 16 October 2017
by Graham Chamberlain

BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Decision date: 9th November 2017

Appeal Ref: APP/H0520/W/17/3178014
Old Dairy Nursery, Luke Street, Eynesbury, St Neots, Cambridgeshire
Easting 518409 Northing 259609





The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.
The appeal is made by AWJ Usher & Sons Ltd against the decision of Huntingdonshire
District Council.
The application Ref 16/01313/FUL, dated 22 June 2016, was refused by notice dated
26 April 2017.
The development proposed is described as ‘clearance of existing remaining market
garden structures to allow erection of nine dwellings (5 houses, 2 bungalows & 2 coach
houses) and associated works’.

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed.
Preliminary Matters
2. The appeal was submitted at its outset with drawings JLG506-OSP-01 Revision
F and JLG506/00 Revision G. These show additional landscaping at the site
entrance. The alterations in the plans are not large in scope and the Council
had previously considered them. Moreover, interested parties have had ample
opportunity to review them. As such, I have accepted and considered them as
no party would be prejudiced by me doing so.
Main Issues
3. The main issues in this appeal are:
 Whether the proposed development would preserve or enhance the
character or appearance of the St. Neots Conservation Area; and
 The effect of the proposed development on the living conditions of the
occupants of 47, 49 and 53 Ferrars Avenue and 3 Sandy Court with
particular reference to outlook and privacy.
Reasons
4. The appeal site is accessed from Luke Street and is a former Market Garden
that encompasses an irregularly shaped parcel of land between the rear
boundaries of the properties facing onto Luke Street and Ferrars Road. The
site has been largely cleared save for a few structures that hint at the former
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use. To the immediate east of the appeal site is a small development of four
properties called Sandy Court.
5. Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 requires me to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of the St Neots Conservation Area (the
‘CA’). In considering the significance of the CA, I have been directed to the St
Neots Conservation Area Character Assessment 2006 (CACA). This document
explains that St Neots grew up around a historic river crossing and this is
where the historic core of the town is. However, the appeal site is located in
the Eynesbury Character Area. This part of the CA was once a separate village
that has been subsumed by the expansion of St Neots.
6. The CACA includes a detailed character analysis of the Eynesbury Character
Area. The appeal site is not directly referred to in this analysis. Nevertheless,
Luke Street is identified as part of an irregular network of streets. Within these
streets many of the residential properties are period style terraced houses
located in small plots and set at the back edge of the pavement or behind small
gardens. As a consequence, Luke Street has a tight linear grain with the
buildings arranged in discernible building lines that frame and create the street.
This arrangement becomes looser between the appeal site and Eynesbury
Green.
7. The appeal scheme is for the erection of nine dwellings arranged to suggest a
courtyard. This is a concept supported in the Huntingdonshire Design Guide
Supplementary Planning Document 2017 (SPG). However, three properties
would be arranged tight up against the boundary with the Sandy Court
development, two properties would be positioned close to the boundary with
Ferrars Road and four properties located in a row on a north south axis. This
ad-hoc arrangement, with Plots 1 and 5-9 positioned in close proximity to the
site boundaries, would result in the development having a very cramped and
harmfully discordant appearance. Additionally, the position of Plots 8 and 9
would also result in the appeal scheme turning its back on the development at
Sandy Court.
8. The rationale of punctuating the view along the site access from Luke Street in
some form or another is a sound one. The appellant has attempted to do this
with Plot 9. However, Plot 9 would be particularly cramped as it would be
positioned close to all of its boundaries. Moreover, the close boarded fence
that would define the garden of Plot 9 from the road would be a poor feature
that would harm the street scene within the development. As a consequence
of this, the view into the appeal site would not be enhanced by the presence of
Plot 9. The view into the appeal site could be punctuated in other ways.
9. The publically accessible parts of the development would be dominated by hard
surfaces. This would provide few opportunities for meaningful landscaping
within the street scene of the development, which is necessary to break up its
form. There would also be limited opportunities for landscaping around the
boundary of the site given the position of Plots 1 and 5-9. This is particularly
important given the site’s ‘back land’ location to the rear of properties in Luke
Street and Ferrars Road, which is a verdant area with a sense of openness.
10. What landscaping is proposed would be small and narrow areas and could be
susceptible to be paved over or parked upon given the limited scope for visitor
parking. Moreover, the dearth of landscaping would result in the appeal
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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scheme jarring with, and failing to complement, the long verdant gardens
around the appeal site. This would jar with the advice in the SPG, which seeks
to secure a well landscaped public realm.
11. The appeal scheme would also lack a sufficient sense of cohesion in its
appearance as notably different house types would be intermingled in a small
development which would not have a visually harmonious street scene. For
example, some properties are detached and detailed with dormer windows and
chimneys whereas others would be semi-detached with very little detailing.
Garages are used on some plots and integral garages elsewhere. Added to
this, building heights, forms and orientations would be markedly different.
There would be too much variety. This would be a particularly jarring aspect of
the proposal as the surrounding built form of the CA is broadly characterised by
groups of terraced houses which exhibit an original uniformity, which is still
evident in spite of subsequent alterations.
12. The appellant has considered surrounding development and is of the view that
the density and site coverage of the proposal would be similar to that
neighbouring the appeal site. However, the surrounding built form mainly
comprises of terraced and semi-detached housing. In this respect, the appeal
scheme would not harmonise with its surroundings. Detached houses have
been constructed at Sandy Court but these are not seen in the context of the
street scene of Luke Road to the same extent that those in the appeal scheme
would. Moreover, the properties in Sandy Court are better detailed than those
in the appeal scheme would be and are set behind landscaped gardens which
soften the built form. The presence of this neighbouring development does not
justify the design approach proposed in the appeal scheme.
13. The Council are concerned that combining the access to the appeal site with
the access to Sandy Court, over a uniform level, would result in a harmfully
wide carriageway that would jar with the width of Luke Street. I do not share
this view as the access would be sufficiently narrowed through the use of
landscaping, which would improve the street scene. Furthermore, a shared
surface finished in a single material would tidy up the access points and
present an attractive entrance. The access would not be overly wide relative to
Luke Street and the alignment would have a similar character to Silver Street
or Buckley Road.
14. Overall, the appeal scheme would be a development of a poor standard of
design that would have little relationship with, and be harmful to, the character
and appearance of the CA. Although serious, the harmful impact would be
localised. As such, the harm would be less than substantial within the meaning
of the National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘Framework’). The
development would provide additional energy efficient housing in an accessible
location and this would have economic and social benefits. However, these
public benefits would not outweigh the harm I have identified.
15. I therefore find that the serious harm of the proposal is not outweighed by
public benefits and this would result in a conflict with Paragraph 132 of the
Framework. This is because the harm to the CA would not have a clear and
convincing justification and the Framework requires great weight to be given to
the conservation of designated heritage assets. As such, my overall conclusion
is that the proposal would result in series harm to the significance of the
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conservation area. The character or appearance of the conservation area
would not be preserved.
16. The proposal would therefore be contrary to Policies En5, En6, En9 and En25 of
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 (LP), Policy HL5 of the Huntingdonshire
Local Plan Alterations 2002 (LPAlt), Policy CS1 of the adopted Core Strategy
2009 (CS) and Policy A3 of the St Neots Neighbourhood Plan, which together
seek to ensure new developments protect or enhance heritage assets in the
District and are of a high standard of design that responds to the local context
and harmonises with their surroundings. This is consistent with Paragraphs 17
and 58 and Section 12 of the Framework. As such, the relevant development
plan policies, and the subsequent conflict with them, can be afforded significant
weight.
17. In accordance with Paragraph 215 of the Framework, appropriate weight can
also be given to the emerging Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 Stage 3
(emerging LP) according to the degree of consistency with the Framework.
Draft Policies LP1, LP13 and LP31 of the emerging LP have similar aims to the
Framework and can therefore be afforded some limited weight. The appeal
scheme would be at odds with these polices and this is also a matter weighing
against it.
The effect on the living conditions of neighbours
18. 53 Ferrars Avenue (No 53) is located directly to the south of the appeal site
and in close proximity to the site boundary given the small and shallow depth
of the rear garden, the boundary of which is currently marked by a fence. The
rear outlook from this property is towards the appeal site.
19. As part of the appeal scheme, Plots 5 would be positioned close to, and parallel
with, No 53. At around 6.1 metres tall with a long ridge line the structure
would tower over the boundary fence. This arrangement would result in Plot 5
dominating the outlook from No 53. It would have an unavoidable and
overbearing presence in views from the house and garden at No 53,
particularly the massing of the roof. This would enclose the outlook from this
neighbouring property and thus harm the living conditions of its occupants.
20. This harmful impact could be compounded by a loss of privacy as the first floor
rooms of Plot 5 would be served by roof windows. To comply with the building
regulations these may need to be designed as escape windows with a cill height
no higher than 1.1 metres above the level of the floor in the room. As such,
these widows could harmfully erode the privacy currently enjoyed by the
occupants of No 53. A similar loss of privacy would be experienced by the
occupants of 47 and 49 Ferrars Avenue as Plot 6 could be located close to the
boundary with roof windows facing these properties.
21. However, the windows in Plots 5 and 6 could be repositioned1 through the
imposition of a suitably worded planning condition. Such an alteration would
not require further consultation as it would not have a significant impact
outside of the appeal site. Consequently, with suitable amendments, the
appeal scheme would not adversely impact upon the privacy of the occupants
of Nos 47, 49 and 53.

1

The appellant has suggested the front roof planes
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22. The appeal scheme drawings show Plot 7 positioned only 1.15 metres off the
boundary with 3 Sandy Court (No 3). This would be uncomfortably close and
would result in a harmful impact upon the outlook from No 32.
23. Consequently, the appeal scheme would harm the living conditions of
neighbours. It would therefore be contrary to Policy H31 of the LP, Policy HL5
of the LPAlt and Policy CS1 of the CS. These policies seek to secure
development that would provide a good standard of amenity. This is consistent
with Paragraph 17 of the Framework and therefore these development plan
policies, and the conflict with them, can be afforded significant weight. The
conflict with Policy LP15 of the emerging LP can also be afforded some limited
weight.
Other Matters
24. The appeal scheme was submitted following pre application discussions. The
Council has apparently departed from some of its original advice. This is
regrettable but any advice given by the Council at a pre application stage, or
during its consideration of the planning application, is not binding on the
decision maker. Instead, I have come to my own views based on the evidence
before me, including my site visit, and have concluded the proposal would be
harmful for the reasons already given. This is in spite of the support of the
Town Council, which is not determinative. Moreover, the appellant has some
concerns with the way in which the Council considered the planning application.
But from a consideration of the evidence before me, the Council appears to
have arrived at a reasonable decision grounded in planning policy.
25. A unilateral undertaking relating to refuse bins was submitted with the planning
application. Given my findings above it is unnecessary for me to consider this
further. Similarly, as it would not alter the outcome of the appeal, it is
unnecessary for me to consider the concerns raised by interested parties,
including the effect on biodiversity, drainage, highway safety and from noise
and disturbance.
26. The Council appears to have raised concerns with the living conditions of future
occupants in the Officer’s report presented to the planning committee but this
was not a reason for refusal. I would need to see further evidence before I
could be satisfied the living conditions of the future occupants of the appeal
scheme would be acceptable. However, given my findings above it is
unnecessary for me to consider this point further so I have not requested
additional submissions.
27. It has been suggested that the Council may not currently be able to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply3. If this is the case then the
Council’s policies for the supply of housing would be out of date and Paragraph
14 of the Framework engaged. This states that planning permission should be
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits or specific policies in the Framework
indicate development should be restricted. As the proposal would harm the
CA, and this harm is not outweighed by public benefits, the Framework
indicates the development should be restricted. As such, even if the Council
2

In light of the additional evidence presented by the appellant, the Council has confirmed in its appeal statement
that it no longer has concerns in respect of the privacy of the occupants of this property. I have no reason to come
to a different view.
3
A recent appeal decision put it at 4.58 years – APP/H0520/W/16/3159161
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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was unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply, the tilted balance
in the Framework would not apply in this instance.
Conclusion
28. The appeal scheme would be contrary to the development plan taken as a
whole and material considerations do not indicate planning permission should
be forthcoming in spite of this. Accordingly, the proposal is not sustainable
development and for this reason, the reasons given above, and having regard
to all other matters raised, I conclude the appeal should be dismissed.

Graham Chamberlain
INSPECTOR
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Approved layout of 17/01178/FUL 4 dwellings on back land (west of site 17/02681/FUL): one dormer
bungalow to the north-east corner plus 3 bungalows

