
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE   –    19th November 2018 
LATE REPRESENTATIONS SUMMARY 

 
Agenda            
Item No.   Address & Description 

 
3(a)  Land North Of Wyton Piggery Cottage, Sawtry Way, 

Wyton - Construction of a new crematorium with 
associated car parking, memorial gardens, access road, 
access and landscaping. 

 
• Typographical error in report 
 
Please note that within 7.12 the December 2018 Committee meeting is referred 

to, this should read the December 2017 Committee meeting.  
 
• CCC Highways consultation comments on Highways Technical Note 

dated 26/10/18 relating to current planning application 18/00700/FUL 
 
Since publication of the officer report relating to the appeal there have been no 

further consultation comments received from CCC Highways relating to the most 
recent Highways Technical Note received on application 18/00700/FUL. This 
application is due to be brought to Development Management Committee for 
consideration at its December meeting.  
 
4(a)   Land North Of 10, Station Road, Bluntisham - Proposed 

residential and commercial development (up to 26 
dwellings and 4 commercial units) 

Following publication of the Committee Report, a representation has been 
received from a local resident raising concerns in relation to the proposed works to 
the highway (A1123) and the impact these would have on existing residential 
properties within the vicinity. The representation received references a plan which 
the Local Planning Authority does not have a copy of.  
 
The representation received expresses concerns that the plan is: 
- Unclear due to its scale, lack of clarity and inaccuracies. 
- The plan does not clearly identify any nearby accesses to properties either 
residential or commercial on either the North or South sides of A1123. 
- The plan does not show the central refuge points installed along the A1123 in 
Spring 2018. 
- The plan does not show the existing TPO protected Oak Tree in the Northwest 
corner of Number 5 Station Road but shows a tree which was removed in Autumn 
2017 due to its unsafe and decayed condition. 
 
The representation expresses specific concerns in relation to the proposed 
installation of a further traffic island along the A1123. It should however be noted 
that whilst the provision of a traffic island previously formed part of the application 
proposals (as per Superseded Drawing 1902-03 received on 23.01.2018), this 
aspect of the proposal has been omitted following comments from the 
Cambridgeshire County Council Highways in August 2018. The comments 
received from Cambridgeshire County Council Highways in August 2018 advised 
that the installation of a further traffic island was not necessary as part of the 
proposed development given the recent improvements to the A1123; which 
included a change to the speed limit and the installation of a pedestrian refuge. 
 
In consideration of the above, the recommendation remains as per section 8 of the 
Committee Report, repeated below for completeness: 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION - APPROVAL subject to the prior completion of a 
Section 106 obligation relating to affordable housing, provision of open 
space and maintenance contribution, provision of wheeled bins, and subject 
to conditions to include those listed below. 



 
OR 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION - REFUSAL in the event that the obligation referred to 
above has not been completed and the applicant is unwilling to agree to an 
extended period for determination, or on the grounds that the applicant is 
unwilling to complete the obligation necessary to make the development 
acceptable. 
 
CONDITIONS 
• Timing of permission and submission of Reserved Matters 
• Scale parameters - maximum of 26 dwellings and 4 commercial units 
• Finished floor levels 
• Foul Water Drainage Strategy 
• Surface water drainage scheme 
• Details of maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage scheme 
• Submission of Noise Impact Assessment alongside any application for reserved 
matters 
• Details of grease traps and mechanical extraction ventilation systems to be 
installed within the commercial units 
• Opening hours of commercial units restricted to 07:00-22:00 on any given day 
• Construction hours and delivery times restricted to: 07:00 - 19:00 each day 
Monday - Friday, 07:00 - 13:30 on Saturdays, None on Sundays, Public and Bank 
Holidays 
• Construction Environmental Management Plan 
• No burning of waste on site during the construction phase 
• Archaeological investigation 
• Contamination Site Investigation and Remediation Strategy 
• Landscape and Ecological Mitigation and Management Plan 
• Adhered to Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Tree Survey 
 
4(c )  Agricultural Building, Mill Lane, Bluntisham - Erection 

of single dwelling following demolition of an existing 
agricultural building following prior approval 
18/00378/PMBPA. 

The Wildlife Trust has commented on the submitted Preliminary Ecological 
Appraisal (PEA) report accompanying the above planning application and is 
satisfied with the conclusions that the proposed development is unlikely to have 
significant negative impacts on protected species. Should permission be granted, 
the recommended mitigation and enhancements in section 5 of the PEA should be 
followed, and required by way of a suitably worded planning condition(s) in order 
to ensure no harm to protected species and provide a net gain in biodiversity, in 
line with local and national planning policy. 
 
A precis of the mitigation and enhancements in section 5 of the PEA can be found 
in paragraph 1.2, page 399 of the Committee packs. 
 
The site area as shown on page 406 of the Committee pack should be the 
same as that shown on page 427. 
 
4(d)   Land North East Of Mandene Gardens, Great Gransden - 

Outline planning permission for residential 
development of up to 40 dwellings (Use Class C3) 
including means of access into site (not internal roads), 
parking and associated highway works, with all other 
matters (relating to appearance, landscaping, scale and 
layout) reserved. 

Four further representations have been received, reiterating objections to the 
proposed development and highlighting specific concerns regarding: 
Ownership of the boundary hedge [understood to relate to the hedge at 17 East 
St]: “As an expert boundary consultant I can confirm that this hedge has been 



enjoyed and maintained by the owner of the adjacent property for the last 20 plus 
years. In my opinion under statute of limitation adverse ownership of this hedge 
has now been established by this person and I believe would be very easy to 
prove”; 

Officer response: The ownership of the hedge at 17 East Street is not considered 
to be under question.  
“Given the fact that this proposal is within a conservation area and would have a 
substantial impact upon the look and structure of that area, I find it frankly odd that 
the Conservation Officer has decided not to visit the site in person, despite several 
appeals from a number of residents to do so. I consider this to be a point of order 
and I question whether due process has been followed with regard to this matter”. 
 
Officer response: HDC Conservation advised that “This proposal will not harm the 
significance of 1 Mill Road or the Great Gransden Conservation Area”. Comments 
from HDC Conservation are accepted in good faith that sufficient research and 
familiarisation with the proposed development has been undertaken by the 
heritage specialists within that department.  
 
“CCC Highways have accepted the word and the plans presented by the 
Developers without a site visit by a Highways Engineer” 
 
“We believe the measurements presented by Highways concerning works at the 
junction of Sand Road/Mill Road to be incorrect, resulting in the flawed conclusion 
of there being sufficient ‘highway maintainable at public expense’ to create the 
new pavement, which Highways’ states as necessary to improve visibility at the 
junction (ref section 7.83 of the Report). We challenge the Report’s conclusion 
that an extended footway in front of 1 Mill Road would be a safe place to cross”. 
 
Officer response: Responses from CCC Highways are accepted in good faith that 
sufficient research and familiarisation with the proposed development has been 
undertaken by the highways specialists within that department.  
 
A response to the query was also provided by the applicant: 
 
“Having reviewed the letter, the author has inaccurately taken their measurements 
from behind the kerb line on East Street, thereby falsely reducing the width of the 
highway. When correctly measured from the edge of the carriageway (as the 
Highway Authority has done) there is sufficient width to construct the footpath 
extension wholly within highway land and without any encroaching into the legal 
ownership of 17 East Street.  
  
It is important to recognise that the owner of 17 East Street has only maintained 
the hedgerow from one side i.e. from within their orchard. The effect of this over 
time has been to cause the hedgerow to grow only in one direction i.e. into the 
highway. This has been identified by the Highway Authority who have written to 
the owner of 17 East Street requiring the section of the hedgerow growing in the 
highway to be maintained back to solely within their ownership.  
  
The extension of the footway in front of 1 Mill Road was at the request of the 
Highway Authority, who would not have done so had they believed it to be an 
unsafe crossing point. There is no evidence of vehicles overrunning the corner e.g. 
worn tyre tracks across the grass. The existence of the lamppost on the corner of 
Sand Road and East Street also means it would be highly unlikely that vehicles 
would overrun the corner”.  
Correction to paragraph 7.34 (16 AH units are to be provided, not 14): 

 “Therefore, whilst this development is only seeking to provide policy 
complaint levels of affordable housing, this does equate to up to 16 units (as the 
development seeks up to 40 dwellings) and would contribute towards the annual 
target for the District. This therefore adds significant weight in favour of the 
proposal”. 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7_45Cz6VtR0LJAFgpeqP?domain=legislation.gov.uk


 
 
Natural England comment update: 
Comments from Natural England were received 02.11.2018: 
 
“Thanks for forwarding revised comments from the Wildlife Trust on this 
application. As the WT manage the SSSI we fully support the approach they have 
taken to identifying proportionate recreational pressure impact / mitigation 
requirements for the development.  I assume that the developer is willing to 
provide the financial contribution to enable delivery of the mitigation, and that this 
will be secured through S106 agreement - and that the relevant submission 
documents will be revised to confirm this. Natural England will be pleased to 
provide a formal ‘no objection’ response on that basis, in due course”.  
 
At this moment in time, the formal response expected in ‘due course’ has not been 
received by the LPA. 
 
4(e )  Cromwell Surgery, Cromwell Place, St Ives, PE27 5JD - 

1st floor extension to existing surgery 
Following the publication of the officer addendum report, the following 
representations have been received. 
 
A joint letter from Nos 1-5 Cromwell Terrace, along with further 
separate letters from Nos 1, 3 and 4 Cromwell Terrace respectively are 
summarised below. Full comments are published on the HDC website 
 
• Further objection to the choice of materials specified as brown 

Pigmento VM Zinc 
• Specified at the last DMC meeting the material was chosen to meet 

budgetary constraints, understand budgets are tight but a lighter 
coloured cladding material and sympathetic to the conservation 
area. 

• The current colour accentuates the overbearing bulk and massing 
particularly to No 1 Cromwell Terrace as shown in the attached 
photos circulated at the last meeting. 

• A further CGI requested by Councillors at the last DMC meeting of 
the southern corner is yet to be seen. 

• Request alternative materials 
• No thought for environment 
• Parking plans not thought out and no disability parking 
• Imaginary trees peppered on plans, bicycles on pavements, no cars in 

Cromwell Place 
• No mention of traffic congestion and highway safety around the busiest corner 

into St Ives. 
• Any dropped kerbs planned? 
• Patients are for ever being dropped off in our private drive 
• Plans are not appropriate for the area. 
• The officer report based its recommendations on an opinion by the Wildlife 

Trust (WT). That opinion dated 12.11.2018 provided no substantiation of any 
kind. It singularly failed to register fundamental errors in the ‘ecology’ report 
from Greenwillows Associates Ltd (GAL) commissioned by the Cromwell 
Surgery. 

• The officer report contends that the report fulfilled LP32, and by allusion En22 
and NPPF (2018) paras 170 and 213. 

• To meet En 22 of the Local Plan and the NPPF would require that all of the 
requirements of LP32 were fulfilled in the Greenwillows Associates Ltd 
‘ecology’ report. They were not, and few were even approached. The desk 
study component fails entirely.  

• Examination of the requirements of LP32 shows that GAL failed to meet 
almost all of the necessary precepts set out there. 



• By GAL’s report failing to meet LP32, it follows that considerations in NPPF 
170b and En22 were not met. NPPF 213 is a covering clause for the 
yet‐to‐be‐formally adopted HDC (2017) of which LP32 is part. 

• The report by GAL failed to meet LP32 and to provide any basis for assessing 
change or delivering on HDC’s policies of no net loss or net gain for protected 
species such as bats. 

• The report by GAL misquoted key elements of the Bat Conservation Trust 
(BCT) Guidance (Collins 2016), including major terms and categories in bat 
site suitability. It also amalgamated suitability categories without reason. 

• Elements, including qualifications of GAL to legally undertake invasive surveys, 
were omitted. 

• GAL stated that there was a low potential suitability for roosts. GAL stated that 
the proposed works would pose a risk to bats potentially associated with 3 
holes in the building. 

• That risk needs to be quantified and confirmed by survey. Collins (2016) noted 
the difficulties of confirming apparent absence by a single limited access visit. 

• Given its statements on risk to bats from the proposed development, GAL 
would be expected (Collins 2016) to seek further emergence surveys prior to 
any work commencing. Accordingly, a licence would need to be sought prior to 
any development activity. 

• The failure of GAL to meet the requirements of LP32 affected also En22 and 
NPPF. On this basis the officer report is unable to validate the report or 
support its assertions. The failure of the Wildlife Trust to offer any valid 
substantiation of its opinion is a further problem. 

• It would appear the most obvious, practical and legal, option would be to revise 
the GAL report, seek emergence surveys and for HDC to defer a final decision 
on 18/00278/FUL. 

• A full copy of the note submitted from No 4 Cromwell Terrace as well as the 
note dated 6th November 2018 which is summarised within the officer 
addendum report are on the HDC website. 

 
St Ives Town Council was not invited to comment on the new 
information received on the bat survey and so would be unable to give 
a view at the meeting. 
 
The above bullet points summarise the latest neighbour representations. The 
further objections are noted, however officers consider no new issues are raised 
which are not already covered in the officer reports with regards to materials, 
residential amenity and ecology. It is for the DMC to decide whether the current 
proposal should be approved or refused.  
 
A second CGI has been provided which is published online and will be within the 
officer presentation to members. The above objection to the Wildlife Trust’s 
comments and the submitted Ecology report will be considered by members.  
 
5(a)   Land North Of Abbots House, Priory Gardens, 

Chesterton - The erection of a new family dwelling with 
garaging and access. 

1. Letter received from Mike Sibthorpe Planning on behalf of Mr & Mrs D 
Harris of 5 Oundle Road Chesterton objecting to the proposals: 
 
a. Having regard to the previous refusal 16/01219/OUT and appeal dismissal, 
there has been no material change in circumstances that would justify a different 
recommendation. 
b. The previous appeal decision had full regard to the emerging plan policies 
and determined that the proposed development would conflict with those emerging 
policies as well as extant policies. That remains the case 
c. The application of the tilted balance in this instance is flawed and 
unjustified in the circumstances of the case. 
d. Even if the tilted balance provisions of the NPPF were considered to be 
engaged, the previous appeal decision robustly demonstrates that the adverse 



effects (of granting permission) significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits. 
 
2. Mr Jones of 6 Oundle Road, and on behalf of the Parish Council objected: 
a. The affected villages had limited time to obtain formal representation or to 
research any policy changes since the last application was refused 2017. 
b. Short notice of the meeting. 
c. The parish meeting has not been informed or consulted re the 
recommendation by the Planning Officer. 
d. I have been authorised by to state that no such decision should be made 
without their input or comment. 
e. Completely at odds with the earlier decision which should be unaffected by 
the recent changes to the NPPF. 
f. further outside the village boundary than previously,  
g. Even if the tilted balance was appropriate in this case it would be 
outweighed by the damage to the amenity by overlooking 3 properties. 
h. Destroying their countryside environment and causing major disturbance to 
3 other properties by the very significant intensification of use of the narrow 
access route. 
i. The note to members by A Moffat should on no way affect the 
considerations on this matter. 
j. The villagers feel strongly, if there is a tendency to approve, the council 
should defer the decision to allow sufficient time for the village to research a well 
prepared response. 
 
3. Chesterton Parish Council: 
a. Would like an explanation (in layman’s terms) on how the dismissed appeal 
suddenly has no validity in November 2018. 
b. There is no public right of way, however the access belongs to the principle 
land owner and remains his sole access route to the orchard beyond, and this fact 
is not acknowledged in any of the plans attached to the application. 
c. Has the principle land owner been consulted, if not it would be better to 
adjourn the item until this has been done. 
 
Officer response: 
 
These matters have been covered in the officer report.   
 
The referenced appeal decision was decided on 17th February 2017, whereas the 
Council’s current Policy position and the ‘Tilted balance’ has been established in 
more recent appeal decisions. 
 
The report also acknowledges that the proposals would cause some harm to the 
character of the area, however the size, scale and design of the proposals, are on 
balance acceptable and not considered to cause significant or demonstrable harm 
to the character and appearance of the area, or on residential amenity. 
 
Neighbour and Parish consultation took place on 20/08/18 and a site notice was 
displayed in the vicinity. 
  
In regards to the ownership of the access, the applicant has submitted certificate A 
certifying that nobody else was the owner of any part of the land or building to 
which the application relates.  The application has been taken on this basis and a 
condition added to ensure the access is available prior to the occupation of the 
dwelling and retained in perpetuity. If the access cannot be provided, the dwelling 
cannot be occupied. 
 
There is a typographical error in the report at 3.8 Supplementary Planning 
Documents: Huntingdonshire Design Guide SPD 2007 should read 2017. 
 
5(c )  Needingworth Industrial Estate, Needingworth Road, 

Needingworth, PE27 4NB - Extension to open storage 



area with surfacing, drainage/flood mitigation works 
and landscape planting 

Paragraph 7.19 of the officer report discusses a 4m storage height limit, based on 
the landscaping information submitted at the time of writing, in order to mitigate 
the impact of the proposed development on the countryside. However since the 
publication of this report, further landscaping information has been received, 
adding a 5m tree belt to the south of the site and north of the existing public right 
of way, further mitigating the impact of the proposal on the countryside. Following 
this information, officers are satisfied that the storage height limit can now be 6m 
as within the previous consent 15/01109/FUL and as requested by the applicant. 
 
5(d)   Land North Of East View, Warboys Road, Pidley - 

Erection of two dwellinghouses and means of access 
The appeal dismissal for two dwellings as discussed predominantly in Paragraphs 
4.1 and 7.7 of the officer report is not on the application site which was incorrectly 
and mistakenly stated by officers. The previous appeal site is actually North West 
of the application site; therefore any comments with regards to this appeal are 
given very little weight in the determination of the current application. 
 
The comments with regards to the impact of the current application on the 
character of the area in the rest of the officer report remain valid and unchanged. 
 
5(e)   175B Broadway, Yaxley, Peterborough, PE7 3NT - 

Retrospective change of use to change part of the 
property to allow childminding 

The following paragraph should be inserted before paragraph 1 of the Officer 
report found on page 625 of the pack. 
 
This application has been referred to the Development Management Committee 
(DMC) as Yaxley Parish Council have recommended refusal, contrary to the 
officer recommendation of approval. 
 
5(f)   Produce World Group Ltd, Great Drove, Yaxley, 

Peterborough, PE7 3TW - Vary condition C1 of 
application 991127FUL to allow vehicles to enter (but 
not exit) the site between the hours of 21:00 hrs and 
06:00 

For members information the description listed in the front of your agenda pack is 
incorrect. The correct description is as listed above and at the top of the officer 
report. 
 
Officers have also received one further letter of objection raising the followings 
issues: 
 
- The new wording has removed the 10 commercial vehicle limit 
Officer response – This is addressed in para 1.10 of your report. There is now no 
limit on the numbers of vehicles. This is controlled by the fact that the factory has 
3 unloading docks and one unloading bay. 
- The existing hours have been breached many times 
- Officer response – As stated in para 7.15 of your report - over 
the last 5 years the Environmental Health team have received one 
complaint that vehicle movements into and from the site have occurred 
outside the permitted hours and that the Council’s Planning 
Enforcement team have received two complaints along the same lines 
- The letter giving short time of notice of committee is 
shameful 
- Officer response – It is standard practice that letters are sent 
out 10 days before the committee meeting. Letters were sent to local 
residents on the 9th November 
- The website to allow comments to be reported has been 
frequently inaccessible since the letter was received 



- Officer response: Confirm that unfortunately there were IT 
problems last week. However local residents have had opportunity to 
view documents on line since the application was submitted in July 
2017 
- For the HGV’s to manoeuvre out of Windsor Road onto 
Broadway causes disruption to normal traffic flow already during 
the day as well as evenings because they have to swing in to the 
other lanes or mount the kerb causing danger to pedestrians / 
other road users – the mini-roundabout is not built for HGVs 
- Officer response: This has been addressed in para 7.10 of your 
officer report. 
- There has been no monitoring of the increased volume of 
HGVs using Broadway in general  
- Officer response: Given that vehicles already use the same 
roads during peak hours. Officer’s cannot refuse this application to 
extend the hours 
- To increase the volume of HGVs entering Produce World 
during the night would increase the volume of noise/vibration, 
deprivation of sleep and more pollution locally to residents 
- Officer response: This has been taken into account and 
addressed in para 7.16 of your report 
- There is still a lack of good signage informing HGV drivers 
about speed and routes to Produce World 
- Officer response: Should permission be granted it is 
recommended that a HGV management plan be secured by planning 
condition 
There is no indication if this is going to be 7 days a week - This will 
have a huge impact on Sundays/Bank Holidays which is quieter 
Officer response: Confirm that this will be 7 days a week. Your Environmental 
Health Officers have no objection 
- No indication about how this will be monitored to make 
sure HGVs whether UK or Continental abide by the application 
- Officer response: Any breach of planning condition should be 
raised with the Council’s planning enforcement team 
- Where will the HGVs park 
Officer response: The factory has 3 unloading docks and one 
unloading bay 
- Are we to expect a convoy of HGVs exiting Produce World 
from Great Drove at 6am 
- Officer response: There is nothing to stop this happening at the 
moment 
 
Officers recommend the application be approved as set out in Section 
8 of your report subject to the additional condition outlined above. 
 
5(g)  15 London Road, Godmanchester, Huntingdon, PE29 

2HZ - New 2 storey, 3 bed dwelling 
The Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan 2017 – 2036 is part of the development 
plan for the district. In relation to the development plan as a whole, the 
Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan 2017 – 2036 is a recent addition (relative to 
the 1995 Local Plan) and as such is afforded significant weight. 
  
Paragraph 12 of the NPPF states: 
  
The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the 
statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making. 
Where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date development plan 
(including any neighbourhood plans that form part of the development plan), 
permission should not usually be granted.  
 



The November DMC report outlines the reasons as to why the proposed 
development is not considered to conflict with the neighbourhood plan. 
 
Officer response to GTC comments (09.01.2018) re specific policies in the 
Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan: 
 
“However, GMC14 says new residential development should not exacerbate any 
pressure on “on street” parking, which this proposal would do with vehicles from 
15 London Road being forced to park on London Road and potentially any 
vehicles from the new dwelling”. 
 
Officer response: 
This point is addressed in paragraph 7.24 of the November DMC report.  
 
“GMC22 states proposals must demonstrate they will not have a significant 
cumulative impact on the transport network. This application adds probably 2 cars 
to an already dangerous stretch of London road. Also the new property is likely to 
generate 2 further vehicles”. 
 
Officer response: 
The amount of vehicles/trip generation typically associated with a development 
such as the proposed is not considered to represent a ‘significant cumulative 
impact’. 
 
“GMC25 supports the need to ensure residents can walk safely. According to the 
Planning Inspectorate the pressure of the proposal for the new dwelling to have off 
street parking access via a difficult access, and more on street parking by 
occupants of 15 London Road will have an unacceptable impact”. 
 
Officer response: 
The Inspector’s report for APP/H0520/A/09/2115226 is a material consideration in 
the determination of the current application and has been given due weight in the 
decision making process.  
 
It must be noted however, that the Inspector’s report states “However, this [the 
proposed development] would result in the loss of the existing off-street parking 
provision for No 15 as the host dwelling” (paragraph 7).  
 
The November DMC report outlines (paragraph 7.24) that the applicant has 
confirmed that the use of the gravelled area for parking has ceased, following 
confirmation from CCC Highways that the owners/occupiers of 15 London Road 
had no legal right of crossing over the footway. Accordingly, the proposed 
development is not considered to represent the loss of any existing off-street 
parking provision for 15 London Road.  
 
Accordingly, the vehicles associated with 15 London Road are now parked on-
street.  
 
The proposed development incorporates two off-street parking spaces for the 
proposed dwelling. CCC Highways raised no objection with regard to highway 
safety.  
 
5(h)  Cambridge Gliding Club Ltd, Gransden Lodge Airfield, 

Longstowe Road, Little Gransden, Sandy, SG19 3EB - 
Application for the variation of conditions 9 (aerotows), 
10 (use of airstrip), 11 (self-launching sailplanes), 12 
(hours of operation), & 13 (aerotowing equipment) for 
application 9000467FUL for Change of Use of land and 
buildings for gliding club and ancillary purposes 

• Further representations: -  
 
One further representation has been received from Common Farm, Caxton Road, 
Great Gransden regarding complaints that have been made to the Gliding Club. 



Details have been provided of complaints made by email or telephone since May 
2018 totalling 11 occasions. Concerns are raised that should the number of tows 
and hours be extended their complaints will rise and this has a huge impact on the 
enjoyment of their house and garden.  
 

• Notification letter error: -  
 
The Council has been made aware that there was an error in one of the neighbour 
notification letters regarding this application being reported to Development 
Management Committee. The person affected has registered to speak so is aware 
of the meeting and is not considered to have been prejudiced in any way. Officers 
have investigated this issue and have not been made aware of any other errors so 
consider that this may have been related to the recent IT problems with the 
Council’s systems.  
 

• Update following South Cambs District Council Planning Committee: 
 
The parallel application (reference S/2866/18/VC) was considered at SCDC at 
their committee held on Wednesday 14th November. The resolution by their 
members was to APPROVE the application with some amendments to the wording 
of two of the conditions.  
 
The Gliding Club have requested that this application before HDC Development 
Management Committee members is amended to mirror the SCDC amendments. 
As such the amended wording for the proposed conditions as set out on pages 
687 and 688 of the officer report is now: - 
 
Condition 1 (added for clarification as a grant of approval of a S73 application is a 
new planning permission): 
 
The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete 
accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans.  
 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that the proposed development 
is carried out as approved. 
 
Condition 2 (amended): 
 
There shall be no more than 60 aerotows (which shall include self-launching 
sailplane launches) a day from the application site. This limit may be exceeded on 
no more than 14 days between 1 April and 30 September each year up to a 
maximum of 75 aerotows (which shall include self-launching sailplane launches) a 
day from the application site to accommodate competitions or other exceptional 
circumstances. Cambridge Gliding Centre, the operating entity of Cambridge 
Gliding Club Ltd, will electronically notify the Planning Departments of 
Huntingdonshire District Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council no 
later 30 days before any proposed event which may exceed the total of 60 
aerotows and self-launching sailplanes a day and shall also electronically notify 
the Parish clerk of the Parishes which are members of the Cambridge Gliding Club 
Ltd Consultative Council for reference by 30 April  advising them of any 
predictable major competitions, or other such events, for the forthcoming season. 
 
Reason: In the interests of minimising noise disturbance to protect the residential 
amenity for adjoining residents.  
 
Condition 3 (remains unchanged from that set out within the officer report): 
 
The airstrip shall only be used for gliding club purposes and at no time shall there 
be other flying activities on the site.  
 



Reason: In the interests of minimising noise disturbance to protect the residential 
amenity for adjoining residents.  
 
Condition 4 (remains unchanged from that set out within the officer report): 
 
Only self-launching sailplanes with a noise measurement of a maximum 68dB(A) 
when measured to ICAO Annex 16 Chapter 10 be permitted to self-launch from 
the application site.  
 
Reason:  In the interests of minimising noise disturbance to protect the residential 
amenity for adjoining residents.  
 
Condition 5 (amended): 
 
For two years from the date of this permission, there shall be no launching by 
Aerotow or Self-launching sailplanes before 08:00 hours or after 19:00 hours daily 
from the application site. After two years from the date of this permission, there 
shall be no launching by Aerotow or Self-launching sailplanes before 09:00 hours 
or after 18:00 hours daily from the application site. 
 
Reason:  In the interests of minimising noise disturbance to protect the residential 
amenity for adjoining residents.  
 
Condition 6 (omitted from this section of the officer report set out from paragraph 
7.36 onwards): 
 
All aircraft to be used for aerotowing, shall not exceed a maximum of 70dB(A) 
when measured to ICAO Annex 16 Chapter 6, or 75dB(A) when measured to 
Chapter 10 unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
Reason:  In the interests of minimising noise disturbance to protect the 
residential amenity for adjoining residents. 
 
5(j)  Land Adjacent 31, Luke Street, Eynesbury - 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 

The Agent has provided the following illustrative section of Plot 2 and the rear 
facing rooflights to show that any views out of the rooflights set at 1700mm above 
floor level would be ‘upwards’ and not allow any overlooking of neighbours: - 
 

 
As such, the officer assessment reached within paragraphs 7.30 and 7.31 of the 
officer report is now amended along with the second reason for refusal stated on 



page 758 of the officer report. This is now recommended to be worded as follows: 
-  
 
2. The proposal will harm the amenities of the occupiers of: 
 
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 Locla 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 Deisgn Guide Supplementary 
Planning Document (2017).  
 
The officer recommendation remains as set out within the officer report and is to 
refuse the application.  
 
5(k)  Co-Op Food Store , Tebbutts Road, St Neots, PE19 1AG 

- Conversion of existing first floor accommodation into 
10 dwellings with associated ground floor communal 
area. 

Updated list of relevant planning policies: 
 
Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) 
CS8: Water  
EN5: Conservation Areas Character 
EN6: Design Standards in Conservation Area 
EN25: General Design Criteria 
EN24: Access provision for the disabled 
H31: Residential Privacy and Amenity Standards  
T18: Access Requirements for New Development 
 
Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations (2002) 
HL5: Quality and Density of Development  
HL6: Housing Density  
HL10: Housing Provision  
 
Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2009) 
CS1: Sustainable Development in Huntingdonshire 
CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy 
CS10: Contributions to Infrastructure Requirements 
 
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended 
March 2018 for submission) 
LP1: Amount of Development  
LP2: Strategy for Development  
LP3: Green Infrastructure 
LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery 
LP6: Waste Water Management 
LP7: Spatial Planning Areas 
LP12: Design Context 
LP13: Design Implementation  



LP15: Amenity 
LP16: Surface Water 
LP17: Sustainable Travel 
LP18: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
LP26: Housing Mix 
LP36: Heritage Assets and their Settings 
 
St Neots Neighbourhood Plan 2014 – 2029: Policies A1, A3, PT1, PT2, P4, SS1 
and SS3. 
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